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Introduction: Agencies are among the key contemporary public organizations, prospering within reforms carried out 
worldwide to increase professionalism and rationalism in public administration (PA). Hence, countries have been estab-
lishing agencies and delegating them public tasks in order to achieve expertise-based instead of politically-driven and 
thus more efficient public policies. In such context, the present article addresses the most important strategic documents 
related to public administration reform (PAR) in Slovenia, analyzing their goals in terms of agencification and the main 
implementation results and gaps. 
Research Design: The research is dedicated to exploring the governmental approach to agencification as a key aspect of 
PAR. It analyzes (1) the main PAR strategic documents on public agencies in Slovenia since the mid-90s, and (2) the per-
ceived implementation of structural and managerial autonomy as the declared goal of agencification. Combined research 
methods are applied, including descriptive analysis, regional comparisons, structural interviews among representatives of 
public agencies and their parent ministries, and selected statistical data analysis. 
Results: As proven by different research methods, the hypothesis whereby agencification goals in Slovenia are largely 
achieved as part of PAR documents in terms of autonomous organizational structure was confirmed. A more elaborated 
agencification in PAR documents relates to higher implementation of autonomy. 
Conclusion: Nevertheless, the professionalism of Slovenian agencies is still an on-going process, particularly as regards 
the efficiency implementation gap. As for the future, a more consistent PAR incorporating cross-sectoral policy on agen-
cies is required to pursue the development of a democratic and efficient PA. 
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1   Introduction

Public administration (PA) reforms (PAR) and cross-sectoral 
restructuring, such as agencification, are highly complex 
processes. Being interdisciplinary and long-term oriented, 
politics-in-power dependent, etc., these reforms are general-
ly addressing the PA wicked problems. Their characteristics 
are even more pronounced in cases where the main goal of 
reforms seems to be a shift in the governance mode (cf. Pol-
litt and Bouckaert, 2011: 9, Bevir et al., 2011: 17 and the 
following). 

Owing to significant societal changes, especially in 
Eastern Europe in the past decades, PA reforms are the 
never-ending story of contemporary society (cf. Vintar et 

al., 2013: 154 and the following). The agency model of PA 
functions is declared as an inevitable part of PAR (also in 
Eastern Europe, Musa & Koprić, 2011: 34, Van Thiel, 2011: 
16, Verhoest et al., 2012: 414–420). Moreover, managerial-
ism and the agency model of PA are recognized as important 
theories for (post-) NPM related reforms in general (Boston, 
2011: 20). A governance-related debate in PA in this sense 
was brought to the fore in the mid-1990s, mainly with the 
debate about hollowing-out of the state (as defined by Pol-
litt & Talbot, 2004; Bugarič: 2004: 1394). Consequently, the 
need for introducing a new reform package in the field was 
put forward (more in Peters & Pierre, 2005).

Semi-autonomous and autonomous agencies have 
a rather long tradition in the region – in fact, they have 
been present in certain fields for more than 20 years
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(Koprić et al., 2012/13: 18). According to the typology in 
comparative terms (see Verhoest et al., 2012: 20–23), Slove-
nia mainly established what are known as type 1 (executive, 
mainly semi-autonomous, still structured within ministries) 
and type 2 (mainly regulatory, organizationally autonomous) 
agencies. The article focuses on type 2 agencies as they are 
(or are supposed to be, following the criteria of organization-
al and managerial autonomy), the “true” independent type 
of PA forms.

Agencification is indeed an important research area 
and is further stimulated by the recent development of the 
theoretical framework of PAR, based on post-New Public 
Management (NPM) and good governance concepts (see 
Christensen & Lægreid, 2011: 391–403, Bevir et al., 2011: 
256). Reforms are in fact conducted through networking and 
open structures rather than authoritatively and from top to 
bottom (Bevir et al., 2011: 286 and the following). Within 
the concept of good governance, this approach of the state 
will eventually lean from authoritative and centralized to 
a service-oriented and decentralized one, among others by 
agencification.

Following PA governance theories, starting with NPM, 
the article is addressing PAR goals and results related to pub-
lic agencies and the overall agencification process in Slo-
venia and in the region. The article has several aims since 
open issues are emerging as a result of the lack of a relevant 
study on agencification within PAR so far. In other words, 
the objective of this research is to interlink PAR strategic 
design with the achieved implementation of organizational 
and managerial autonomy in public agencies (in Slovenia). 
The umbrella aim of the article is to introduce the idea of 
an inevitable need to plan and implement agencification as 
a cross-sectoral public policy and part of a centrally driven 
PAR. Otherwise, the declared goals of a more efficient and 
professional PA will not be reached.

The basic assumption is that a more systematic elabora-
tion of agencification within strategic PAR documents would 
lead to higher autonomy and professionalism in performing 
the agencies’ public tasks. Moreover, the study aims to iden-
tify the key elements of agencies’ autonomy as the primary 
characteristic goal of agencification. Since agencification is 
not consistently part of PAR in Slovenia, most experts and 
agencies’ managers anticipate that their autonomy will not 
be fully implemented (yet).

The research questions are primarily addressing structur-
al reorganization and managerial autonomy of the agencies. 
Together with the corresponding descriptive and empirical 
methods, they tackle several issues. Firstly: To what extent 
and in which aspects do the central PAR strategies focus on 
public agencies? Secondly: Do these goals correspond to the 
ones acknowledged in theoretical and comparative analyses, 
namely autonomy and efficiency? Thirdly: What is the level 
of implementation of organizational and managerial auton-
omy in Slovenian public agencies compared to PAR goals? 
The first two questions are addressed by descriptive analy-
sis and comparative studies. The third question is examined 

within normative and statistical analysis of HR and finances 
in all Slovenian state public agencies and as an evaluation 
perceived by interviewees from seven selected agencies and 
their parent ministries in different fields.

The interviews were conducted in a structured model, 
addressing theoretically defined aspects of autonomy. The 
objective indicators from the annual reports of respective 
agencies were verified by these selected perceptions. Yet, 
in order for the PAR or any other public policy to be ana-
lyzed and run further on the basis of feedback about their 
hitherto implementation, at least the general and qualitative 
criteria of evaluation still need to be developed. This article 
represents an initial attempt in this direction.

2   Organizational and Managerial PAR 
on Agencies – Overview

Worldwide, administrative reforms have been implemented 
as a process of modernization since the late 1980s. The term 
“public-administration reform” has been in frequent use in 
Western European democracies, being closely associated 
with general attempts at redefining the role and mission of 
state structures and the quality of governance (more in Pollitt 
& Bouckaert, 2004, Eymeri-Douzans & Pierre, 2011). These 
reform waves reached Slovenia and the rest of the post-so-
cialist countries in the 1990s along with their respective in-
dependence processes, characterized as an attempt to con-
stitute a system resembling the Western societies (in general 
Dunn et al., 2006; Kovač & Virant, 2011: 30; Vintar et al., 
2013: 156). The PA reform in Eastern Europe was more or 
less a systematic set of strategies and measures, at least from 
the mid-1990s to 2013.

Until full membership, PAR in respective countries, 
also in Slovenia until 2004, was closely related to the aspi-
rations to join the EU. The main differences between CEE 
and Western European countries are therefore in the timing 
and variation, but not in the substance of PAR and agenci-
fication (Van Thiel, 2011: 15–32). Likewise, similarities be-
tween CEE countries appear to be related more to the timing 
of state reforms and EU accession requirements than to the 
communist legacy of these countries.

Agencification is often declared as a crucial part of PAR, 
striving for increased efficiency and professionalism of PA 
(OECD, 2004: 15 and the following). Such approach is com-
mon worldwide (Peters and Pierre, 2005: 260). Agencies 
prove to bring more value added to traditional Weberian hi-
erarchy in modern complex society than side effects (Koprić 
et al., 2012/13: 41). 

Slovenia is considered one of the most successful 
post-socialist states that introduced reforms in its PA soon 
after gaining independence and has been working intense-
ly on these processes ever since (Vintar et al., 2013: 153). 
The country indeed underwent deep changes, starting with 
independence in 1991 and followed by full EU membership 
in 2004. Recently, the Slovenian administrative system was
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severely affected by the economic crisis. The main focus of 
the reform in Slovenia was on PA reorganization and its ra-
tionalization, with some (later more emphasized) measures 
to achieve a more user-oriented PA. The delegation of au-
thority from state administration to independent and auton-
omous agencies was seen as a measure meeting all listed 
directions of PAR (see Table 1, elements based on Pollitt et 
al., 2008/09 and Eymeri-Douzans & Pierre, 2011: 121).

Despite some achievements of Slovenia (alone and re-
gionally, see Kovač & Virant, 2011: 42, 255 and the follow-
ing), it is not surprising that the export of Western practices, 
agencification process included, led to a significant imple-
mentation gap. Agencification and PAR in general often met 
with a number of politically and managerially conditioned 
difficulties. The same applies for agencies, while Slovenian 
strategies and results mostly resemble the Eastern European 
pattern. Here, comparative studies on agencification distin-
guish two groups, namely CEE countries and SEE countries, 
differing in terms of number and especially level of type 2 
agencies’ autonomy (see Verhoest et al., 2012: 23, UNAID, 
2013: 25, but none of Eastern European countries included 
in Christensen & Lægreid, 2011). In this context, PAR and 
agencification are more about “window dressing” than about 
an internally driven transformation of PA toward NPM and 
good governance modes.

As explored by Pollitt & Bouckaert (2011, cf. Rand-
ma-Liiv, 2008) on public management reform, there are two 
main PA and PM reform approaches or models. First, there 
is what is known as traditional or classical Weberian mod-
el, with agencies as mostly internal form of coherent and 

hierarchical PA. Second, there is the Neo-Weberian State, 
upgrading the first model and (post-) NPM doctrine, charac-
terized by four dimensions. These items all reflect (see Table 
1) one or more key PAR goals or results in relation to the 
functioning of (public, autonomous) agencies. With focus 
on the main research issue, namely agencies’ autonomy, one 
can identify the following elements of agencification within 
Neo-Weberianism. First, by re-shifting agencies, their tasks 
and resources to indirect PA, prior internal rules orientation 
is transformed into an external, citizen-oriented focus and 
post control. Second, by means of professionalism, agencies 
gain expertise-driven legitimacy, which replaces direct rep-
resentative democracy. Hence, there is a shift from a classi-
cal ‘bureaucrat’ to a professional manager who is oriented to 
meet the needs of the citizen.

Similarly to other countries in the region, Slovenia car-
ried out its PA reform in several steps. Firstly, there was the 
path of revolution (1990–1994), further transition (1995–
1997) and EU accession and integration (1996–2004). Af-
terwards, continuous modernization was developed through 
specific policies (2003–2008). Finally, adjustments to cope 
with the economic crisis were made (2008–2014). Likewise, 
also PA development in general (beyond Slovenia) consist-
ed of several phases (according to Lane, 1995): (1) trans-
formation (i.e. establishment of a new, democratic political 
system with several political parties, regular elections, lo-
cal self-government, etc.); (2) consolidation (i.e. stabiliza-
tion of political system, new opportunities for privatization, 
denationalization, and implementation of free market ele-
ments); (3) modernization (i.e. reform of public institutions,

Core claim elements of Neo-Weberianism
in Slovenia 

General PAR 
orientation 
1996–2014

Relevance 
to public 
agencies

Classical PA “Weberian” elements

State as the main facilitator of society Medium High

The role of representative democracy Medium High

Basic principles of administrative law High Medium

A public service with a distinctive status Medium Medium

“Neo-Weberian” & post-NPM & 
good governance elements

External orientation towards citizens High High

Rationalization with post control High High

Professionalism of public service High High

Table 1: Slovenian PAR (Neo) Weberian and NPM focuses – agencification relevance (source: based on Pollitt et al., 2008/09, and  
Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011)
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their reorganization and gradual deregulation); and (4) ad-
aptation (i.e. establishing efficiency and effectiveness of the 
state and its regulation). In Slovenia, just like in comparable 
countries, two main processes can be identified in the PAR 
context: (1) modernization in terms of political interests and 
in substantive and technical terms, i.e. informatization, and 
(2) Europeanization, both during accession to the EU and as 
a member thereof (Vintar et al., 2013: 159, cf. Pollitt et al., 
2008/09: 56). Agencification would fit no earlier than with-
in Lane’s (1995) phases of modernization and adaptation (3 
and 4) and within both main PAR processes: modernization 
and Europeanization.

However, most strategic documents (cf. Government, 
1996, 2003, 2011, 2012, see Table 3) merely refer to the 
adoption of new law(s) rather than to overall field transfor-
mation which would also involve a change of culture (as 
opposed to only structural elements). The mid-term strategy 
“on further development of the public sector” (adopted in 
July 2003) and, particularly, Slovenia’s Development Strate-
gy (2005–2013) and the Exit Strategy (from economic crisis, 
2010) underlined the importance of a coordinated approach 
to modernization. Any reform would be evaluated as to the 
goals pursued, which is either to maintain (what is function-
ing well), modernize (i.e. harmonize the operations with 
broadly accepted concepts and standards), marketize (bring 
PA closer to the principles and operations of the private 
sector), or minimize the public share (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 
2004: 39–64). The Slovenian administrative reforms can 
thus be categorized under several targets. On one hand, there 
is the obvious goal of rationalization and wish for greater 
efficiency (minimization), while on the other a confirmation 
of the existing regulation (maintenance) is detected. Both di-
mensions together constitute the omnipresent Slovenian PA 
modernization processes.

Agencies, especially independent regulators, have cer-
tain typical advantages but also raise some concerns, as 
stated by several scholars and comparative studies (such 
as Kovač & Virant, 2011: 70 and the following, Verhoest et 
al., 19 and the following). The delivery of public tasks can 
become more efficient because they are specialized, orient-
ed to specific areas or sectors and able to engage specific 
expertise. They can be more devoted to their missions and 
to general public interest because they do not have to take 
into consideration wider, i.e. political circumstances. On 
the other hand, there are concerns as to their accountability, 
transparency and technocratic risks. As regards agencies as 
independent regulators, there are frequent complaints about 
either political or sectoral capture. This means that they 
are actually not independent from politics or large compa-
nies in the sectoral markets. In addition, as characteristic 
of Eastern Europe, there are constitutional concerns about 
them breaking the principle of division of powers in a state. 
Namely, independent regulators often have – beside regula-
tory – also supervisory and licensing competences (Koprić 
et al., 2012/13: 27). Furthermore, the delegation of tasks and 
privatization in the framework of NPM, Neo-Weberianism 

and good governance theories, lead to new forms of demo-
cratic accountability (Eymeri-Douzans & Pierre, 2011: 80, 
120–149).

The main argument put forward within PAR is that agen-
cification, by delegating authority from state bodies to reg-
ulatory agencies, guarantees independence and autonomy 
from politics of the day and ensures higher efficiency due 
to professional standards. The sectoral policies in question 
are most often – in Slovenia and the region alike – public 
finances and services of general interest (e.g. market secu-
rity, insurance supervision, energy, telecommunication and 
post, transport, food safety, education, etc.). However, due 
to democratic deficit in case of such “technical” agencies, 
control is crucial to establish their accountability. Control 
mechanism should range from parliamentary and govern-
mental (representative) control to general public supervision 
(cf. Rose-Ackerman & Lindseth, 2011: 516). 

A theoretical and comparative literature overview shows 
that the development of an efficient PA in the sense of agen-
cification is both a tool and a target by which and toward 
which the state can transform its PA. Such an approach can 
lead to good governance, combining bureaucracy and de-
mocracy toward result-based legitimacy (Eymeri-Douzans 
& Pierre, 2011: 8, 109). Political (vertical) and citizens (di-
agonal) accountability are in consequence inevitable major 
elements of evaluation of agencification goals’ implemen-
tation, in both functional and organizational dimensions of 
PA reform. In this respect, following Pollitt & Bouckaert 
(2004, 2011), there are crucial differences between individ-
ual countries pursuing PAR that relate, as enlightened in this 
research, to structural organization of PA on the national lev-
el and the minister-to-mandarin relations. 

3   Results of the Analysis of Agencifica-
tion and Agencies’ Structural Autonomy 
in Slovenia

3.1   Methodology on structural and other 
goals and effects of agencification

Since no study on the impact of agencies’ autonomy in rela-
tion to agencification elaborated as a consistent part of PAR 
has been found in literature (see Chapter 2), the research in 
this respect was initiated in 2013 as an upgrade of previous 
studies carried out in the region in 2011–2012. The purpose 
was to gain new information and knowledge in an interdisci-
plinary context. The research design is based on theoretical 
framework, mainly following Pollitt & Bouckaert’s catego-
rization of Neo-Weberian mode in PA. Taking into account 
the complexity of the field and the lack of quantitative data, 
the research methods applied were mainly qualitative ones, 
from descriptive analysis to semi-structured interviews. 
Selected comparative insights of agencification in (Eastern 
and broader) Europe were applied as much as possible as 
a complementary method. In terms of selecting variables,
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 PAR documents represented the independent variable while 
the agencies’ autonomy represented the dependent one. The 
research explored the influence of PAR elaboration of agen-
cification on the agencies’ organizational and managerial 
autonomy.

In empirical terms, the official Slovenian PAR docu-
ments adopted between 1996 and 2014 were analyzed first. 
In this part an analysis of the declaratory goals of agencifi-
cation in several PAR documents (strategies and umbrella 
legislation) over the last two decades was carried out. Since 
Slovenia has been a member of the EU since 2004, the in-
fluence of the EU is discussed as well. As indicated in Table 
3, all PAR strategies and umbrella legislation adopted since 
1991 were included. Documents were analyzed regardless 
of the level of policy maker (parliament or government), left 
or right wing oriented issuer, or phase of elaboration (draft 
or adopted) – as long as they were cross-sectoral and nation-
ally driven. Data with regard to the level of emergence and 
realization of agencies’ dimension in PAR documents (Table 
3) were analyzed using different scientific and comparative 
studies (such as Kovač & Virant, 2011, Pevcin et al., 2012, 
Verhoest et al., 2012, Vintar et al., 2013, UNAID, 2013).

In order to assess the actual effects of agencification, 
particularly in structural dimensions compared to the ones 
declared in strategic documents, normative and statistical 
analyses were carried out among all 16 state public agen-
cies, with additional interview-based research. Field legisla-
tion and quantitative data from the agencies’ annual reports 
with statistics for 2011–2013 were analyzed to evaluate the 
organizational and managerial autonomy and efficiency of 
agencies.

To verify the assessments, follow-up interviews were 
conducted among representatives of seven public agencies 
and a control group of representatives of (most) correspond-
ing ministries, covering the sectors of finances, economy, 
transport, science and education. Only top managers were 
included to offer strategic perspectives, namely directors 
of the agencies and state secretaries or directors general at 
the ministries. Such model enables further research and ev-
idence-based decision-making in the field of agencification 
as a crucial PAR process at the national level and compara-
tively (as partially already conducted in SEE, cf. Koprić et 
al., 2012/13).

The interviews included questions and data gathering 
in relation to the agencies’ autonomy from politics and, in 
particular, line ministries in their daily work, with special 
emphasis on organizational forms, HR and finance manage-
ment, and professionalism. Additionally, control questions 
on the efficiency of agencies were asked. The said aspects 
(forms of autonomy, professionalism and efficiency) were 
emphasized as the primary goals of agencies’ establishment. 
The data indicated in Table 5 were analyzed combining ob-
jective indicators and subjective experts’ opinions on struc-
tural and partially functional autonomy (upgrading an earlier 
study of 2012, cf. Pevcin et al., 2012: 172). The following 
objective indicators were selected:

1. stability of agency in terms of tradition – longer exis-
tence, higher A–D grade (Table 5, column 3);

2. legal independence, i.e. the legally defined personality 
of the agency outside the line ministry – the more reg-
ulated and emphasized organizational independence in 
relation to the parent ministry and the government, the 
higher A–D grade (Table 5, columns 4 and 5);

3. statistical data on HR and finances – the less influence 
of the ministries on employment, the larger the size of 
personnel and its expertise, and more funds not only 
from the state budget but also from the agencies’ own 
fees, the higher A–D grade (Table 5, columns 6 and 7).

In addition, a complementary subjective evaluation by the 
interviewees was required to verify the relevance of selected 
objective indicators (from agencies’ annual reports) for final 
assessment.

The study is of course subject to some limitations. Al-
though including different ministerial sectors and field agen-
cies in interviews, the results could vary if all agencies and 
line ministries were covered (the interviews focused on se-
lected agencies and corresponding ministries since they rep-
resent a legitimate majority in terms of the type, sector and 
number of agencies in Slovenia). Furthermore, some man-
agers in top positions declined cooperation (being subjected 
to political will of new appointments in short time or simi-
lar). Finally, there had been so many changes in recent years 
that it would have been difficult to objectively evaluate the 
current situation. Given the methodology applied with due 
consideration of Slovenia’s specifics, the results are valid 
within the region only. In future, a similar research could be 
designed and applied at least in the context of Eastern Eu-
rope. This would allow academia to gather comparable data 
and grasp new scientific findings to form professional rec-
ommendations for politicians on how to design better PAR.

3.2   Analysis of the agencification process 
in Slovenia

The regulation of public agencies has always been one of the 
key EU-driven reform programs although they have not been 
carried out consistently (Vintar et al., 2013: 168). The new 
Slovenian State Administration Act, in combination with 
the Public Agencies Act (PAA), both in force since 2002, 
revised the system of governance in state administration. 
Pursuant to the PAA, a public agency is an independent legal 
entity, founded by the state or a municipality with the pur-
pose of more efficient execution of administrative tasks or 
in case when constant political supervision over task imple-
mentation is not necessary or appropriate. Public agencies 
act as public authority holders, issuing secondary legislation 
and deciding in individual administrative cases on the ba-
sis and within the scope of sectoral laws (with acts; Kovač, 
2006: 180, 266 and the following). The PAA regulates the 
establishment of an agency, its bodies (council and director), 
competencies, tasks and activities, supervision, relations
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between the agency and its line ministry, relations with us-
ers, transparency standards, financing, etc.

The council consists of the members appointed by the 
founder and of the representatives of the users (from one 
third to one half). The employees in public agencies are 
considered civil servants, albeit only several chapters of the 
Civil Service Act are applicable to public agencies. Pursu-
ant to sectoral laws, agency employees are mostly included 
in the common governmental personnel plan (Koprić et al., 
2012/13: 19, cf. Kovač & Virant, 2011: 150), which is a gov-
ernment tool for limiting the resources of the agencies, too. 

The figures for Slovenia indicate one regulatory agency 
established in 1994 and five in 2000, 16 in 2010 and 17 in 
2012, with two less and one more in 2013. The number of 
employees in agencies varies significantly (from 3 to 250; 
total about 800 in 2013). The majority of agencies fall under 
the scope of the ministries of economy (five) and finance 
(four), some under the ministry of transport and some under 
non-commercial sectors of science, education, culture and 
health (some agencies fall under the supervision of two field 
ministries). There are several phases of agencification in 
Slovenia (Table 2), with some recent attempts toward slight 
de-agencification.

After 2000, the proliferation of public agencies can be 
observed in Slovenia as well as in the region. The processes 
of transition and accession to the EU led to a rapid increase 
in the number of agencies in CEE in order to implement 
new or reorganized functions of democratic state, market 
economy and EU member state (Hajnal et al., 2011: 160). In 
Slovenia, however, proliferation and then again de-agencifi-
cation, characteristic of the second half of 2000s, was more 
moderate (cf. Musa & Koprić, 2011: 60 and the following, 
for Croatia with 75 statutory agencies, and UNAID, 2013: 
78, for Serbia, counting app. 30 public agencies in 2013). 
The process of agencification in Slovenia intensified and 
is still progressing, especially with regard to the aspects of 
(personnel and financial) autonomy. In 2011, the Govern-

ment designed an explicit reform program regarding public 
agencies, institutions and funds as part of the general PAR. 
The analysis and measures to be taken according to the 2011 
draft strategy were in accordance with theoretical, compara-
tive and practical recommendations, especially the differen-
tiation of public agencies into regulatory and general ones, 
the rationalization of organization, and program budgeting. 
In sum, the emergence of public agencies puts Slovenia – 
compared to global trends – within the ratio of 2:1 between 
executive and independent public agencies (cf. regional ra-
tios in Verhoest et al., 2012: 20)

3.3   Agencies within PAR in Slovenia – 
declarative dimensions

A thorough analysis of the key strategic documents on PAR 
in Slovenia was carried out to study the goals and measures 
of reforms involving agencification and type 2 public agen-
cies. However, these documents differ considerably in terms 
of scope, main objective/s and level of details. In addition 
to contextual and methodological differences, there are also 
obvious differences with regard to the question whether, 
how and to what extent PAR addresses the agencies (Ta-
ble 3, cf. Vintar et al., 2013: 164). Based on theoretical and 
comparative knowledge on agencification as a crucial and 
inevitable part of PAR, such analysis offers an insight into 
political coherence and professional grounds of agencifica-
tion or the lack thereof.

As for the agencification goals in Slovenian PAR strate-
gic documents, mainly two (groups of) issues can be identi-
fied on declaratory or operational levels (Table 3):
1. Strive for apolitical and professional conduct of exper-

tise-driven public tasks;
2. Efforts to rationalize PA and public expenditure as a 

whole, in absolute spending and more efficient working 
processes. 

Years No. of new agencies In sum

–2000 (1994–) 1 1

2000–2004 7 8

2005–2008 3 11

2009–2012 6 17

2012–2014 -2 (1 new, 1 abolished, 2 merged) 16

Table 2: No. of (public) agencies in Slovenia (type 2, national level) over time (source: own analysis)
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Strategy (adopted) Year of adoption 
& issuer Period Agencies’ elements Realization in 

2014

Strategy for EU Accession

1996
Parliament (left-
wing driven, but 
overall political

consensus)

1997–99

Agencies foreseen 
systematically as a key holder 
of EU driven regulatory and in 
some cases executive tasks as 

set by special law

Mainly

Umbrella laws 
(State PA, Agencies, 

Inspection, Wages, Civil 
Service, etc.) 

2002
Parliament

(left wing-driven, 
but overall political 

consensus)

2000–03

Special umbrella law on 
(public) agencies, in compliance 
with systemic forms set by State 

Adm. Act, Civil Service Act, 
etc.

Almost fully in 
structural, less in 
functional parts

Strategy on Further 
Development of the 

Slovenian Public Sector 

2003
Government (left) (incl. 2000–) 

2003–05
Pursuing implementation of key 
umbrella laws, incl. on agencies

Mainly, again 
prevailing in 

structural aspects

Slovenia’s Development 
Strategy 

2004
Governments
(left & right)

2005–13

Agencies part of “efficient 
state” goals/activities, 

emphasized further need for 
agencies when PAA criteria 
met, role of control agencies 
and enhanced coordination 

Partly and rather 
declaratory

Exit (from economic 
crisis) Strategy

2010
Government (left) 2010–13 Focus on increasing efficiency 

in reducing state budget burden

Partly, and purely 
in individual 

agencies

*Draft – The Origins of 
Further Development 

and Organizational and 
Normative Regulation of 

the Public Sector 

2011
Government 2011–12

Detailed general and individual 
measures on agencies within PA 

as a whole

Partly, as pursued 
prior and parallel 
to this document

Changed jurisdiction of 
ministries, agencies and 

funds 
& State Adm. Act 

amendment 

2012 Government 
& Parliament (right 

wing majority)
2012–

Overall understanding of PA 
as a system, besides ministries 
and entities within them also 
public agencies (and funds 

and institutes), but only 
organizational restructuring

Partly (new 
government in 

power after few 
months)

Origins for further PA 
development Government (left) 2014–20

None, only some points on 
efficiency of PA in general 
and on heterogeneous PA 

organizations 

/ (!)

Table 3: Overall strategic documents on Slovenian administrative reforms (Sources: Kovač & Virant, 2011, Vintar et al., 2013, etc.  
& own descriptive analysis)
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The two main goals – (1) professional, organizational and 
managerial autonomy and (2) efficiency – are stated in most 
strategic and supporting documents as well as in laws (State 
Administration Act, Art. 15, or PAA, Art. 4 and sectoral leg-
islation). However, professionalization prevails in the first 
decade (mid-90’s to 2004) and efficiency afterwards, par-
ticular after 2010. Nevertheless, despite coherent upgrading 
and an obvious implementation gap, there is in sum great 
analogy between the normative objectives of Slovenian 
strategies and legislation and the model of professional and 
managerial autonomy set by OECD (2002, see Table 4).

As indicated in Table 4, in certain elements Slovenian 
agencies seem to exceed the standardized autonomy re-
quired by OECD if one did not simultaneously identify (see 
the following sections) the implementation gap (cf. Polida-
no, 1999: 210, Virant & Kovač, 2011: 71–73, Pevcin et al., 
2012: 166). The strategic and regulatory framework is there-
fore an important – yet, following comparative experiences, 
only one – element of agencification. 

3.4   Agencification – implementation 
gaps in structure and functions

Coordination and policy coherence gaps may, in general and 
in transitional countries in particular, raise the question of 
political accountability, provoke robust political interven-
tions, and undermine the level of autonomy and expertise, 
especially where a firm legal framework does not limit the 
influence of politics (Koprić et al., 2012/13: 40, cf. Laking, 
2005: 8, 17). In consequence, the recent proliferation of 
agencies in those countries causes many new and enhances 
old problems of PA (cf. Verhoest et al., 2012: 23, UNAID, 
2013: 5 and the following).

The biggest problem in the Slovenian agencification 
process and agencies’ conduct, as indicated by the manag-
ers of some of the agencies involved in the research, is the 
lack of vision as to which public tasks should be delegated 
to autonomous agencies. Even the Europeanization process 
impact has been evident in sectoral legislation only. The in-
sufficient expertise and formalistic approach of agencies and 
their parent ministries was accentuated by the interviewees 
in several aspects. Such a situation is partially a consequence 
of the transitional heritage, i.e. of the lack of professional 
public management and well-designed public policies (cf. 
the same for other EE countries in Koprić et al., 2012/13, 
UNAID 2013). However, all interviewees find expertise and 
professionalism to be the key bases of true agency autono-
my, allowing them to act apolitically.

Hence rather surprisingly, empirical research proves that 
legal aspects are an important but insufficient condition to 
achieve the desired independence and political neutrality 
in praxis (cf. Koprić et al., 2012/13: 29). As stated in one 
interview: “The guarantees of independence of agencies 
in the PAA are rather formal” and lacking “independence 
guarantees”. Two major problems arise according to the in-

terviewees from both agencies and ministries. Firstly, there 
are non-systematic differences in the autonomy level in var-
ious types of organization. In fact, lower independence is 
detected in the entities that legally should be autonomous. 
The autonomy thereof is otherwise guaranteed in several as-
pects: organizational, legal, functional, procedural, financial, 
and in terms of personnel (Kovač & Virant, 2011: 70–73, 
Bugarič, 2004: 1394–1402). Secondly, there is a discrepancy 
between autonomy and responsibility. Furthermore, it was 
argued that there should be a clear distinction between reg-
ulatory agencies and other agencies connected to the minis-
tries (cf. Government, 2011).

In order to get more tangible results, the level of auton-
omy in different theoretically recognized dimensions (orga-
nizational, legal, managerial, financial) was evaluated from 
A to D (A as the highest autonomy, see more in 3.1). All 
Slovenian public agencies operating in 2014 were examined. 
The results are indicated in Table 5.

The main criteria of autonomy were set based on the 
third research question, exploring the gap between declared 
goals – i.e. professional autonomy to enable efficiency – and 
the actual effects of agencification in this respect.

In sum, there is an evident gap between declared and ac-
tual autonomy and independence as defined in theory and 
field legislation with (say) A/B in the long run. However, 
the situation as such is not necessarily problematic as long 
as the most important aspects of autonomy comply with the 
goals set in strategies and laws. However, this is not the case 
since professional and managerial autonomy (i.e. the most 
crucial ones) are evaluated as the lowest. On the contrary, 
particularly legal aspects are quite fully realized, which is 
characteristic of post socialist countries following formal 
rather than substantive elements of reforms (cf. Dunn et al., 
2006, Eymeri-Douzans & Pierre, 2011: 24, 184, Verhoest et 
al., 2012: 55). According to the interviewees from Slovenian 
parent ministries and agencies, there is a large implementa-
tion gap between the goals set in strategic PAR documents 
and umbrella legislation and real practices. Nevertheless, the 
following conclusion can be drawn: professionalism-based 
independence and autonomy (with anticipated improved ef-
ficiency) of the respective agencies are the goals to be re-
searched and pursued further within systemic PAR.

4   Discussion

Gradually but distinctively, agencies have been introduced 
as an organizational form worldwide in order to develop, 
in particular, independent regulators and leaner execution 
of public services. The prevailing goal declared in strate-
gic Slovenian documents and draft laws of the founding 
(new) public agencies was initially PAR. Such goal was set 
in 1996 to divide strategic policy-making from implemen-
tation (steering from rowing, see Schick in OECD, 2002: 
41). The development of (type 2) agencies’ autonomy was 
further grounded in Slovenia in the effort to achieve polit-
ical neutrality and professionally-driven implementation of
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Table 4: Agencification goals according to OECD and Slovenian PAR documents (source: Kovač & Virant, 2011: 69 & own analysis  
of PAR documents from Table 3, based on OECD, 2002: 15)

           
Organizational & functional           

                                                  aspects

Agencification driving forces/goals

OECD – 
governance, 
environment 

OECD – 
managerial & 

expertise autonomy 

Slovenian 
PAR acts
/imple- 

mented? 

1. 
Expert & 

managerial 
autonomy 

a. Independence recommended requested/ no
requested/ 
different, 
possible

b. Continuity possible requested/ possible possible/      
often

c. Participation of civil society possible requested/ possible possible/        
low

d. Participation of users, 
partnerships possible requested/ possible requested/ 

moderate

2. Efficiency a. Specialization, user 
orientation requested tpossible requested/ 

moderate 
b. Managerial methods, 
management by results requested possible requested/     

low 
c. Loosened admin. & financial 

rules possible possible/ requested requested/ 
moderate only

delegated public tasks (Kovač, 2006: 260 and the following). 
The relative independence from daily politics and short-term 
interests of the parties in power when carrying out regulatory 
and other agencies’ functions was the goal intended to lead 
to higher efficiency of PA at the end of the day.

In Slovenia, type 2 public agencies were created largely 
from the already existing bodies within ministries (as next 
steps agencies, cf. Verhoest, 2012: 21). However, this pro-
cess was not systematically conducted, since there are still 
a large number of executive (internal, semi-autonomous) 
agencies within the ministries (about 35 in 2014). Later on, 
partial measures were taken, from redefining parts of state 
administration as – at least with regard to their legal status 
– autonomous agencies on one hand, to merging several au-
tonomous agencies into ministries in 2011 and 2012 on the 
other. There has been no functional analysis whatsoever of 
overlapping tasks or effects of agencification. It seems, at 
least in most areas, that restructuring is occurring outside the 
administration mainly to avoid the restrictive governmental 
policy on expenditure (cf. Vintar et al., 2013: 163, cf. the 
same for Croatia in Musa & Koprić, 2011: 68).

The proliferation of agencies in Slovenia was in such 
context a result of several typical factors, such as NPM – as 
opposed to traditional Weberian PA – favoring the separa-
tion of policy making from execution. Additionally, agen-
cification is in place to deal with an increasing complexity 

of public tasks calling for the establishment of expert forms 
of PA organizations. Obviously some agencies were driven 
by the process of the country becoming a full EU member. 
As indicated in Table 2, most agencies were established in 
the region during the Europeanization process, taking place 
in Slovenia around 2004. The idea of independent adminis-
trative institutions was closely linked to the privatization of 
(economic) public services to ensure coordination between 
general public and private interests.

But here the state still seeks for stabilization and pro-
fessionalism of agencies as opposed to transitional politici-
zation, considering that some agencies established in 2008 
are now being abolished based on what is known as the 
2012 government rationalization program (see Koprić et al., 
2012/13: 39–41). One can claim the classical Weberian bu-
reaucratic model to be outdated today, but some of its dimen-
sions are still relevant (more in Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011) 
– especially in developing a coherent PA system by decen-
tralization and delegation to agencies. The neo-Weberian 
paradigm therefore serves as a basis for bureaucratic com-
petency and for the stability and control of the state (Rand-
ma-Liiv, 2008: 12, cf. Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2004: 99–100).

In striving to overcome the system’s dissonances with 
regard to agencies, the problem appears to be other than the 
law or the inconsistent strategies themselves. 



Organizacija, Volume 47 Research papers Number 4, November 2014

290

Table 5: Analysis of national public agencies’ autonomy (source: own research)

No Agency and parent 
ministry Since Status/ 

org.
Legal 
views HRM Finances Overall 

autonomy

1 Security Market (ATVP*) / 
finances

A
1994 A A C A A

2 Insurance Supervision 
(AZN) / finances

A
2000 A A B A A

3 Energy (AGEN-RS) / 
economy

A
2001 A B C B B

4 Telecommunica-tion, post 
(AKOS) / economy

A
2001 A B C C B

5 Public Records (AJPES) / 
finances

A
2002 B A C C B

6 Research (ARRS) / science A
2003 B A A C B

7 Railway (AŽP) / transport A
2003 B C A B B

8
Entrepreneurship, tourism, 

innovation, investment 
(SPIRIT) / economy

B
2004/5/

2012 
B C B C B

9 Medicines (JAZMP) / health B
2006 B C C B B

10 Books (JAK) / culture, 
science

B
2008 B C C C C

11 Public Revision (ANR) / 
finances

C
2009 A B C C C

12
High Education

Quality (NAKVIS) / 
education

C
2009 B/C C A C C

13 Traffic Security (AVP) / 
transport

C
2010 B D C C C

14 Civil Aviation (CAA) / 
transport

C
2010 B C C C C

15 Film Centre (SFC) / culture C
2011 B C C C C

16 Competition Protection 
(JAVK) / economy

D
2013 A A A C B

Sum/Average B- A- B- C+ C- B/C
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The key issue is the difficulty to redefine administrative 
(sub) function and structures in order to ensure proper im-
plementation of the law or strategy. Moreover, several re-
form processes in Slovenia were a mere “window-dressing” 
copy of the Western patterns (more for Slovenia in Vintar 
et al., 2013: 152). Decision makers used them as a shortcut 
to achieve the (idealistic) level of economic and democratic 
progress opposed to the historical experience of these coun-
tries in the past 50 years. Consequently, some of the reforms 
were rejected in the implementation phase for not being in 
compliance with the Slovenian societal and administrative 
framework and culture.

On the other hand, one cannot deny the positive effects 
of PAR and agencification in EE, included merely for the 
sake of hitherto deficiencies. On the contrary, in EE as in 
Western Europe, the agency model of PA seems to be a fu-
ture parallel system to state administration when downsizing 
the latter in circumstances of financial crisis (Vintar et al., 
2013: 153, cf. rather vice versa experience in CEE in general 
in Hajnal, 2011: 164). However, as assumed at the beginning 
of the study, (more) systematic PAR elaboration with regard 
to agencification is in place in EE and Slovenia alike. 

One of the key problems seems to be the lack of a sys-
tematic approach to agencification owing to non-coordinat-
ed governmental field policies. This is proven by various 
other methods, from analysis of PAR documents to aca-
demia evaluation of PAR results and interviewees’ experi-
ence. Such is evident (in Slovenia) especially in agencies 
under the auspices of two parent ministries. The reason for 
that could be the legacy of post-socialism with only partially 
executed transition processes, hence lower level of democ-
ratization within the society in general (cf. Verhoest et al., 
2012: 335). Comparatively, it can be concluded that the tra-
jectory of agencification in CEE countries differs from the 
trajectory in Western European countries in several aspects, 
mainly with regard to agencies’ proliferation, less variation 
in types of agencies (with the predominance of the less au-
tonomous type 1 agency), and unstable situation due to re-
cent processes in place (Van Thiel, 2011: 16–29, cf. Koprić 
et al., 2012/13: 40–41).

What raises particular concern in EE, however, is that 
certain governments refuse the measures designed by their 
differently oriented predecessors just for the sake of an-
ti-stance or in total lack of awareness of the importance of 
agencification (as if ignoring the problem would resolve it), 
which has become particularly evident in the recent two to 
three years. Focusing on efficiency alone is particularly risky 
since several interdependent functional and structural goals 
of agencification are to be interlinked (cf. Government, 
2010, 2012; Verhoest et al., 2012: 413). In this context, the 
governmental draft strategy of 2011 (as declared in the in-
ternal materials of over 200 pp.) stands out as a rare positive 
exception.

This strategy, which was not adopted due to early par-
liamentary elections, stated clear aims regarding agencies. 
It combined the rationalization of resources with democrat-

ic governance based on autonomy and professionalism. In 
more detail: the strategy set the goal of rationalization in the 
field of (public) agencies by at least 10% of management 
expenditure on the basis of improved performance and ac-
quisition of market resources (up to 50%). Moreover, (pub-
lic) agencies would be differentiated in terms of autonomy 
and appropriate resources maintained for independent regu-
lators, while pure executive agencies would be transferred 
to ministries or contracted out (cf. Laking, 2005: 10–12, 
Kovač, 2006: 59, Bevir et al., 2011: 287).

Basically, the key measure seemed to be “program driv-
en budgeting” according to the tasks of agencies instead 
of their status and organizational form (cf. Verhoest, et al., 
2012: 340). Quite the opposite, several counterproductive 
measures led to decreased autonomy and efficiency in re-
spective fields. Examples range from founding an agency 
only to abolish it a year after (e.g. the Public Procurement 
Agency), merging incompatible tasks and types of proce-
dures within the same agency (such as entrepreneurship sub-
sidies distribution and tourism development within SPIRIT), 
or redefining present agencies and funds only to reduce the 
number of delegated tasks holders (e.g. the planned merg-
er of Medicines Agency, Institute of Public Health etc., see 
Government, 2012). Some scholars point out that frequent 
reorganization leads to lack of agencies’ accountability, 
since the role of agencies’ managers is increased beyond 
ministerial control (Lane, 1995: 188, Christensen & Lægre-
id, 2006: 133). However, also the side effects – such as tech-
nocracy – have to be identified to be overcome (see Koprić 
et al., 2012/13: 26, 41). 

To conclude, a coherent strategic approach to agencifi-
cation in general and in individual fields is required in or-
der to strive for the basic goals of professional delivery of 
public tasks. An efficient administrative system is however 
achieved not only by input-output economy lenses but ho-
listically, based on the attainment of public policies’ goals 
and preservation of public interest (Lane, 1995: 3, Verhoest 
et al., 2012: 432).

How to control the agencies (steering) while at the same 
time leaving them a significant degree of autonomy for the 
apolitical and more efficient performance of their tasks is 
the key question of the agency model. This question arises 
in particular in type 2 i.e. autonomous (external) agencies 
outside ministries (see Christensen & Lægreid, 2006, 2011;
and Verhoest et al., 2012). The agencies’ autonomy is rela-
tive and can be intensified or reduced, but must not eventual-
ly annul the impact of democratically elected authorities and 
users. Otherwise, the principles of the rule of law and social 
state, and common (public) interest are affected.

Not surprisingly, good governance practice, which 
would replace direct politicization as a steering mechanism 
(reporting, performance management, appointments, coordi-
nation, transparency), is still in the nascent state in the region 
(Hajnal et al., 2011: 172, Koprić et al., 2012/13: 41, Vintar 
et al., 2013: 126).
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Finally, to analyze PAR in terms of agencification, an in-
terdisciplinary approach (cf. Raadschelders, 2011: 181, 
Peters & Pierre, 2005: 265) is of key importance. In com-
plex social situations narrower measures are not sufficient 
to tackle wicked problems. PA is always a professional and 
indispensably holistic process, more than just auxiliary in its 
operations, enabling the running of the basic public policies 
adopted by others. PA is a social subsystem and a pillar of 
the administrative level of public governance in the sense of 
the implementation of institutional public policies (cf. Raad-
schelders, 2011: 12–41). PA is therefore not only a produc-
tive activity but necessarily a creative one (Kovač & Virant, 
2011: 30). It contributes to the overall progress of society 
since its main characteristics include constancy, a systematic 
nature, and initiative.

One of the above wicked problems is the current eco-
nomic crisis, strongly influencing the agencies’ resources 
and eventually even their existence. Several interviewees 
stated that in this respect there was a possibility of capture 
problem, since Slovenia is a small state with a limited num-
ber of field experts, many of them with previous experience 
and expertise in the regulated market. Because of that, some 
former directors of the companies operating in the respec-
tive fields become members of the agencies’ councils. Thus, 
they frequently act as representatives of particular interests 
rather than of public interest. Interviewees also reported that 
there was a need to exclude agency employees from the civil 
service and from the unified public remuneration system (cf. 
the same already by OECD, 2002, or Pollitt & Talbot, 2004). 
However, to introduce such measures, evidence-based anal-
yses should first be conducted in order to enable precise and 
targeted action. An integrated subject of study and a com-
bination of research methods that builds on the content and 
approaches of the disciplines that make up PA is of utmost 
support and necessity in these researches. 

5   Conclusion

The modern state and its PA are supposed to ensure a demo-
cratic and sustainable development and an efficient delivery 
of public tasks. In this context, agencies represent the sum of 
the efforts toward an expertise-driven and efficient PAR, in 
both national and supranational frameworks. Hence, agenci-
fication as a process and a form of public organization is an 
inevitable part of modern PA. However, policy makers are 
to be held accountable for public policies’ design and imple-
mentation, which requires a necessary review and evaluation 
of PAR measures and the effects thereof. 

The answers to the research questions elaborated for the 
purpose of this study are the following. Firstly, in Slovenia 
there are several PAR strategies or umbrella laws adopted in 
the last two decades, addressing public agencies and their 
role in PA, but the notion of agencies is not coherent. More-
over, there is no evaluation model designed to review the 
implementation of agencification activities within PAR doc-
uments. Secondly, almost all PAR documents set basic goals 

as acknowledged in theory and comparative analyses. Some-
times these goals are found under other titles but basically it 
is about enhancing organizational and managerial autonomy 
of public agencies in order to deliver public tasks more pro-
fessionally and efficiently. The process of agencification in 
Slovenia was, owing to Europeanization in 2000–2004 and 
the efforts to overcome the economic crisis in place since 
2008, rather intensive. The goals of agencification mainly 
included expertise as opposed to politically-driven, and effi-
cacy-oriented public tasks implementation. At such declara-
tory levels, it can be concluded that Slovenian efforts com-
ply with professionalism and efficiency pursued worldwide. 

However, when evaluating the effect of implementa-
tion as analyzed under the third research question, an ob-
vious gap can be detected. Namely, the structural changes 
achieved can only partially support the desired improve-
ments. A functional renewal of PA is hence required, such as 
programming sectoral public policies and, accordingly, their 
funding. Structural elements, on the other hand, such as legal 
personality of public agencies and the still preserved control 
by the ministries, have their limits, as noted by the inter-
viewees. This is a problem since further policies address-
ing complex societal (wicked) problems in the scope of PA 
have to be evidence-based if indeed optimal in the long run. 
One can only hope that, when searching for best practices 
abroad, Slovenia will follow such systematic approach in 
this cross-sectoral field.
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