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Abstract

Throughout history public administration has faced various challenges. Today those challenges are visible 

in the need to connect public administration and successful democracy, which is evident in the emphasis of 

the idea of serving citizens and not (only) users. It is obvious that the answer can be found in the concept 

of the new public service. The authors focus on whether it is possible, in Slovenia, which is facing similar 

challenges as those of many other developed countries, to introduce the concept of the new public service 

formally or actually, especially the element of open public administration. The research has shown that 

in the last decade a lot has changed concerning this, but at the same time a lot has stayed the same. 

That is why the authors establish that the strength of the concept of the new public service lies within the 

formal aspect (the existence of the special document that demands the openness of public administration 

to users); on a lesser scale this actually exists. For this reason, open public administration in Slovenia is 

still an unfulfilled wish.
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1. Introduction 

Studying public administration and its (possible) reforms have in the past focused on vari-
ous views; from the possibilities and capabilities of the enforcement of the classic model of 
public administration (e.g. Weber 1918, 1919; Wilson 1887; Goodnow 1900), the question of 
the relationship between officials and politicians (e.g. Aberbach et al. 1981; Peters 1986), up 
to the enforcement of the ideas of the principles of private sector practice into public admin-
istration, visible especially in the form of the new public management (e.g. Hood 1991, 1995; 
Osborne and Gaebler 1992; Kickert 1997; Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004; Kettl 2005; Pollitt 
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2007; Osborne 2009; Dahlström and Peters 2010), which is often labelled as “modernization 
of public administration”. As a part of the idea of the modernization also, lately well-estab-
lished issues of connecting public administration and successful democracy (Ackerman 2000) 
are included, which is evident in the establishing of the concept of the new public service (e.g. 
Harmon and Mayer 1986; Habermas 1994; Perry 2007; Denhardt 1981, 1987, 1991, 1993, 
1998; Denhardt and Denhardt 2000, 2003, 2007, 2011). Even though various historic concepts 
of public administration and research in the above-mentioned fields of public administration 
were launched and carried out in the developed Western democracies, that does not mean that 
the post-socialistic countries of Central and Eastern Europe were isolated in this view. How-
ever, it is true that research and debate on public administration in these countries intensified 
(only) during the 1990s, when the post-socialistic countries were actually faced with the two 
challenges of the administrative reforms. 

A demand to stimulate the separation of politics and public administration on the one hand, 
and an attempt to be in contact with the managing and institutional reforms of public admin-
istration on the other, which, in the developed democracies, started in the 1970s and 1980s 
(Peters and Vass 2001: 83). Above all, we are thinking about the introduction of the concept of 
managing the new public management. With all reforms and the attempt of implementation it 
is important to realize that up to a certain point reforms or the implementation of new concepts 
of public administration in the various countries (can) be determined by the legacy, adminis-
trative tradition and individual institutional restrictions of the countries (Toonen 2001). Today 
public administration is under great pressure, because public service users have great expecta-
tions (Peters 2010: 642); especially when it comes to demands/expectations after themselves 
are included in public administration activities. Consequently, an idea of a participatory model 
of the management of public administration is being established, which enforces a possibility 
of the formation of the “new” relations between citizens and administration. This comprehen-
sive idea of public administration is included in the concept of the new public service, which in 
opposition to the classic views of “closed” public administration, emphasises the “openness” 
of the administration towards the civil-social actors and civil servants. 

In the article we have focused on the analysis of the (non)existence of the formal or actual 
elements of new public service in Slovenia. For the purposes of the research we have used 
various research methods and techniques (analysis of the existing analyses on the reform of 
public administration, analysis of formal documents, surveys among representatives of inter-
est groups and civil servants and interviews). They have enabled us to analyse the existing 
state in this regard in Slovenia in the last ten years. 

2. From Classic “Closed” Administration to Modern “Open” Administration

Classic, “closed” public administration is closely connected to the ideas of Weber and Wilson, 
which have through decades become dogma on which we should lean on when studying public 
administration (Verheijn 2001: 12; Haček 2005: 32), but unfortunately it does not suit today. 
It has not disappeared overnight, but the theories and practices of traditional public adminis-
tration have become obsolete today (Hughes 2003: 17). The reason this has happened is that 
the modernization and globalization processes have influenced administrative activities, even 
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though the influences are hard to pinpoint (Evans 1997), “or we understand it, in one way, as 
the most inclusive and at the same time contradictory process of social change, which based 
on the mutual connection and, at the same time, dependence on the happenings on the world 
scale influences the administration” (Mlinar 2012). 

Consequently the administration’s role has changed, greater emphasis is placed on the 
interaction and involvement of citizens, at the same time postmodern values have begun to 
emphasise the idea of discourse (McSwite 1997; Habermas 1994: 442). This way we can 
claim that the old values based on the emphasis of the control in administration, on its (too) 
large centralisation and rigidness and typical hierarchical organisation of administration, are 
already the past. They are supposedly replaced by the values which integrate democratic prin-
ciples, at the same time focusing on establishing a constant dialogue with the users and civil 
servants, which should improve the efficiency and success of the administration and actual 
publicly beneficial service of the administration (Hood 1991), which is visible in the (experi-
ment) of concept establishing of the new public service (in the following text NPS).

However, if we look closely, we can claim that a part of these values is included in the sole 
idea of managing of the new public management (in the following text NPM). But the new 
public management has undergone (r)evolution. In the year 2000, Janet and Robert Denhardt 
developed their movement, built on the work in democratic citizenship, their mastery in un-
derstanding contemporary public service. Therefore, they are convinced that today’s public 
administration and governance must be based on the NPS concept. Their belief was supported 
by Light (2007)1 and Perry (2007).2 And the important difference between this concept and 
NPM lies exactly in the development of public services and in the formation of such proc-
esses and programmes, which are destined to serve the needs of (democratic) society and not 
only to reach efficiency when the citizens are only the means to an end of the desired results. 
Even though the line between the NPM and NPS is very thin, Denhardt and Denhardt (2007: 
60) as well as Perry (2007) clearly differentiate between both concepts. They stress that the 
goal of NPS is to serve the citizens and the users (NPM clearly stresses the idea of serving 
the users, which defines the “citizens” with the idea of consumerism) and in accordance with 
the NPS concept an individual citizen in the scope of a general contractual regulation “seeks 
protection and security and expects from the government to ensure service in an appropriate 
and righteous way” (Denhardt and Denhardt, 2003: 61). There are some differences between 
authors and their definition of the NPS. While Denhardt and Denhardt (2000) claim that the 
main emphasis of the new public service is that civil servants collaborate with citizens and in 
this matter provide case examples of a wide range of approaches to citizen engagement (Den-
hardt and Denhardt 2003; 2007; 2011);3 Light (1999) labelled it differently. The new public 
service was defined with four characteristics, which are diversity, the non-profitmaking sec-
tor, sectorial crossing and deep commitment to create differences in the world. His discussion 
is empirical and focused on elite personnel as members of the new public service. It is hard 
to compare both definitions of the new public service, but we can claim that the new public 
service contradicts the classic one and it is possible to say that the NPS puts back a special 
value on the citizen, who is delegated new power. It is the citizen who is the carrier of the 
values and norms in the NPS concept (Dernhardt and Dernhardt 2003: 166). The citizens are 
those who need to be enabled in a way back to the management of public administration, and 
if possible also the influence on decision-making. The citizens expect that the authority will 
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acknowledge them and take their wishes or interests into account (Denhardt and Denhardt 
2011: 65–67). From the point of view of the state, this kind of openness of the modern state 
and public administration or civil servants is the way that enables formation and reaching of 
the public interest and public good. This means that the modern state is actually interested in 
greater participation of its citizens, at the same time enabling them a real influence.

2.1 Open Public Administration 

Critics of the classic administration claim that the administration under its core principles 
(rigidness, reserve, control) has moved away from the need to listen to its citizens, which 
has led to the (modern) democratic deficit. It has become evident that the key problem in the 
establishing process of interest groups lies in the lack of stimulation and reduction of the inclu-
sion of various interests of society. The solution can be found in the commitment to the idea 
of participation, active involvement or deliberation, whose fundamental idea is exactly that 
democracy is organized in the manner which would and will enable a wide discussion between 
different interested representatives of the government and society. 

This kind of activity, according to Dryzek (2000), will lead to better or more rational and 
inclusive formation of public policies. It is also important that civil service is unified and 
includes understanding of publicly expressed need and interests. 

It enables higher moral obligation of the citizens, as well as higher relevancy of knowledge 
and public consciousness. This can be reached with an altered relationship to the public and 
with the greater involvement of the civil society actors in civil service; at the same time the 
need to enlarge the openness of the government institution is already emphasised in the in-
stitutional view (Putnam 2000). Open public activity should ensure more involvement of the 
citizens and their participation in the processes of establishing public policies and at the same 
time offer citizens a chance to build public responsibility (Denhardt and Denhardt 2007). As 
this, the open administration is welcomed from the point of view of enabling democracy and 
the quality of establishing public policies and from the view of decision-making, as it enables 
a wide circle of actors, who are involved in the open discussions (Patten 2001). At the same 
time, the open and democratically consultative policy processes enable decentralization of the 
administration and wider spread of information among actors. The meaning of deliberate or 
discursive theory is exactly the emphasis of collective decision-making, with the opportunity 
for marginal or peripheral opinions (Patten 2001), so the administrations have to be open in 
order to come to the best possible decision (Held 1992). A condition to bring open administra-
tion closer to citizens is for them to have the opportunity to access administrative documents 
and administration activity. It is only in this way that the conditions are set under which 
citizens can participate and are active and in this way contribute to public policies (Lathrop 
and Ruma 2010; Maier – Rabler and Huber 2011). And as we predict that the openness of the 
administration changes the relations between the citizens and the government (Maier – Rabler 
and Huber 2011), we are of the opinion that quick reactions of the administration are needed 
to meet the (ever growing) demands of the modern environment. That is why also the civil 
servants in such an administration have to search for new possibilities and form (fast) alterna-
tive solutions of public policies (Barker et al. 1998; Harris 1999). In the postmodern times of 
ever-changing social circumstances the administration has to be able to communicate through 
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the use of various mechanisms with the users of public services (Mestre et al. 1997; Civelli 
1997). The contribution of such an administration is that it helps transparency and social re-
sponsibility and it enriches the representative democracy, especially by establishing the con-
nections of innovative forms of public working, or as Maier – Rabler and Huber (2011) call 
it, “democratic innovations”. 

The pluralistic approach is important for open administration, which predicts that when 
the administration strives towards improvement of the relations with the users, it offers bet-
ter opportunities for citizens to collaborate and it serves the citizens as strength (Denhardt 
and Denhardt 2003: 166), because there is a chance to pass and to voice their dissatisfaction 
(Crouch 2008: 140). As the concept of the new public service emphasises, with its element 
of openness presupposes the development of the citizens’ collaboration, shaping of the re-
sponsibility and the importance of administration to serve the public interest (Denhardt and 
Denhardt 2003: 166). 

We should, as Coleman (2007) believes, overcome the democratic deficit in the modern 
democracies with citizens organizing open and critical discussions, where opinions would 
be exchanged, which is the true meaning of public administration (Denhardt and Denhardt 
2003). And if we pose the question of how administrations can provide the openness of their 
working, we realize that there are certain models of good practices (OECD 2011), which all 
have in common the fact that administrations have to put more emphasis on the leaders of the 
administration, who have to have strategic abilities and encourage innovations in administra-
tive working and at the same time take care of the collaboration between actors and form 
a partnership to make changes. The citizens have to have the right to access public information 
and to have access to policy-making processes. The most important thing is that these princi-
ples are not only written down, but they are considered and carried out in the (administrative) 
reality. In this context the formation of the openness of the administration and its integrity is 
an important goal, which can be achieved only with the stimulation of efficiency and that the 
administration is polite towards the users of the public services and that it creates their own 
services for the users and promotes transparency of their working.

Light (1998) was of the opinion that, for the stimulation of the efficiency with innovations 
in the public sector, it is necessary to take into account the outside point of view of administra-
tive working and was thinking of new technology, for which he suggested it should be simpler, 
more transparent and also that it would prevent corruption. Great emphasis in ensuring open-
ness must be put on the creation of human capital, as well as the internal view of administra-
tive working. We are thinking of the professionalism of administration, the expert knowledge 
of civil servants, as well as the networking, creating “new” and democratic forms of connect-
ing between the social actors. We call it the creative (re)-structuring of the administration. To 
provide the openness of administration, its integrity and transparency, a larger inclusion of the 
citizens in the processes of establishing public policies is predicted. Trust in public administra-
tion grows with these activities, the support for reforms would grow and with it basic/principal 
values (service legality). The administration has to be prepared to face new challenges and to 
strive towards change and to carry out the strategic direction and to be able to identify with the 
ever-appearing challenges of the modern world (OECD 2011: 7–8). The idea of how to engage 
public and other participants and at the same time reform traditional classic (closed) public 
administrations in the largest extent possible is a challenge. That is why administrations 
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have to develop consolidated programmes; establish well-defined public policies and sys-
tematically include innovations into the processes (we are talking about the elimination of 
administrative obstacles). They need to (re)-form the partnerships with the citizens and at the 
same time provide simplified policy-making processes. Various strategies must be developed 
in ensuring openness, focusing more or less on mobilization of the citizens/users: to cut the 
obstacles between the state on one side and the citizens on the other. The private sector must 
be included, as well as the civil society and interest groups, which is important because of the 
participation and sharing of opinions and enabling innovative solutions. 

The public, involved with the enabling of public services, must be taken as a partner and 
as a key operator of public administration. It is because of this that administrations have to 
include all the participants on different levels, including local administration. Open admin-
istration, as such, will enable changes and striving towards the establishing of better public 
services and it will stimulate the solution of a certain issue. Administrations must also strive to 
make the results public, as this will help them to build (social) responsibility and create overall 
trust (indicators, discussions on standards, satisfaction, organized debates with the partici-
pant). The administration is an important factor of influence on the overall development of the 
society. And because the administration is basically policy – making and about realization of 
social benefits, it has to take into account to what extent the citizens/users are involved in the 
establishment of public service and also, what the results of reducing efficiency in relation to 
the user’s satisfaction are. This is why governments and ministries have to put great emphasis 
on satisfying the needs of the citizens and specific interest groups.

In order for administrations to work openly they need to:
       – expand and strengthen the administrative working with new (modern) technology;
       – look after the open, accessible, responsive, professional and loyal civil servants;
       – improve the strategic planning, representation of public administration, its coherency, 

use of information and social dialogue and practice communication most effectively 
with different social participants and their expert networks;

       – stimulate the efficiency and present working;
       – invite different participants to contribute to democratic administration with their propo-

sals (OECD 2011: 11).
We are of the opinion that open and transparent public administration is important for two 

reasons. The first reason is that open administrations must strive to rebuild the trust in the 
administration and that they aspire to upgrade classically closed administration with modern 
informational practices, where the citizens will be able to be in contact with the public services 
with only one click and political means encourage the ability to change and for sustainable 
changes in the public sector with increased efficiency. The most important thing is to once 
again strengthen the integrity of the public sector and to promote the openness of the ad-
ministration, regardless of different countries (OECD 2011). The administration presents the 
form of systematic integration of society; its administrative apparatus is not represented only 
through democratic institutions, but also through users, interest groups, and generally with try-
ing to bring the administration closer to the citizens. That is why, in the light of ever-changing 
demands of the environment, open administration is good for the citizens as for administra-
tion and as such allows the citizens an opportunity to co-form more efficient administration 
(Maier – Rabler and Huber 2011: 185). For a successful formation of the relationship between 
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the administration and citizens a number of the conditions enumerated above must be met. 
But after all, it is of greatest importance that the emphasis is on various mechanisms and 
leverages which help to secure the openness. We are thinking of public debates, conferences, 
public dialogues, public consultations and establishing two-way communication, as well as 
electronic interaction. Societies which enable such information will encourage the develop-
ment of knowledge for all groups in society. Simultaneously they will enable equivalent and 
unified access to all public information. It is also important for citizens to have free speech 
and universal development. 

Open administration, for the advantage of citizens, needs to be directed to the development 
of the institute of the participation of users, to restore the relation between the users and ad-
ministration. It is important that the citizens are involved in the policy-making processes and 
to improve them and keep improving them. It is an asymmetrical relation, where information 
comes back from the users to the administration. This relationship is important as it leads to 
the improvement and changing of existing public policies (Hogge 2010: 8). Generally speak-
ing, open administration is an added value for the citizens, especially when they are able to 
participate, seek new opportunities and establish collaborative models (Coleman 2007: 377). 
The sole idea of an open administration is very topical, especially now, when countries are fac-
ing the long-reaching consequences of the global crisis. Administrations are wondering how 
to provide working public administrations and how to, despite the crisis, be efficient and to 
offer the users oriented service, but on the other hand to be open and transparent (Maier – Ra-
bler and Huber 2011). Vertinsky (2009) adds that it is exactly the formation of collaborative 
models of cooperation that can lead to the reforming of public administration (OECD 2011) 
and to the improved participation of the users (Coleman 2007: 373), because today there is no 
longer a traditional, classic citizen, but a trans-local who pursues the idea of participation and 
emphasises diversity and who for his work, which is not limited to politics, but also social and 
economic life, anticipates or almost demands open administration. 

As the fieriest advocates of the NPS believe, openness will strengthen democracy and 
will promote efficiency and effectiveness in the policy – making processes. In the last decade 
a rapid development of technology has also offered a kind of support in developing the ideas 
of open administration. Namely, a sizeable impact on making easier communication to the 
citizens by the public services has already been taken by e-government. E-government has 
great potential to allow citizens to become more involved in government and to be more in-
formed about policies and public services (Muir and Oppenheim 2002: 175; Kakabadse et al. 
2003: 47). It is seen as becoming an increasingly important part of the (open) policy–making 
processes. The initiative of the e–administration can also promote involvement of citizens 
with the quality participation in processes. In this connection it is significant for the public 
administration institutions (e.g. ministries, agencies) to provide websites where they can offer 
information and services directly to users. But in order for e-government to be wholly demo-
cratic, it must be fully accessible to all users. This is why the first precondition to encourage 
e–government ideas is to improve electronic support between public administration entities 
and to provide interoperability of registers and the integration of data sources by IT supported 
processes as well as to manage the information and communication infrastructure of the public 
administration and to provide support to users (OECD 2012). As shown by Chen et al. (2006), 
e-government has already been developed in many countries; therefore new technologies 
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in general have already shown important potential that they can offer in assuring ways for 
a higher level of political participation.

2.2 Open Public Administration – How to Guarantee the Quality of Democracy 
and Quality of Public Policies

Modern societies are highly differentiated and specialized in the perspective of individual 
activities and institutionalized structures. But it is all too simple to understand only the insti-
tutionalized process under the term modernization of society, as we are facing the increase of 
the influence of populist and authoritative forms in the wider European space. This implicates 
the increase of democratic deficit, and at the same time modern administrations are faced with 
the preservation of already achieved democratization so Bauman (2002) suggest for this “new 
modern” to establish new relations between the actors. The collaboration between the citizens 
(users) in the policy-making processes is a great challenge. That is why we believe open ad-
ministration should be upgraded with inclusive administration. This means that we need to 
intensively train civil servants; on the other hand, we need to motivate and enable access for 
participation of the civil society. These are marginal groups and interest groups. For this pur-
pose administration must be open and transparent and accessible for users of the public service 
with information of the public character (Axelsson 2010). We think that if the administration 
is open, consequently the participation of the users is enlarged, all these factors add to the 
quality of public service and to the even more efficient service of public administration (Jones 
et al. 2007). Despite the fact that the relationship between the actors in democratic societies 
is changing (Beck 2001), at the same time we realize that we cannot speak of the decline of 
democracy, but we are dealing with post-democracy, because we are living in a period when 
many democratic institutions are stronger than ever before. But in modern times, according 
to Keane (2009), many public policies hold no real content, which is why it is important that 
when it comes to establishing the content of public policies citizens are also included. 

Actually, democracy works only when the right of the citizens to participate in the policy-
making processes is fulfilled. For this to happen, each citizen has to have easy access to the 
administration. Ganapati (2011) dealt with this, when he claimed that modern technology has 
to be accessible to all citizens and that open administration has to be established, because it 
is important that the administration (consequently for openness) has to be close to the users 
(Cavaye 1995). Modern society is noted for dynamic changes, so a successful reaction to 
national or global challenges with the inclusion of the public is of utmost importance. This is 
also important for the development of democracy. It is participatory democracy that stimu-
lates the formation of new relations and at the same time helps to revive trust in the system. 
The condition that must be met is the openness of administration, so citizens have the right to 
participate in the decisions that influence their lives. It is important that those for whom public 
policies are intended can, with their contribution, enrich the proposals of establishing policies 
and contribute to their more efficient execution. At the same time the co-determination must 
lead to changes for the better and establishing (democratic) administration (Denhardt 1981; 
Harmon and Mayer 1986).

According to Perry (2007), who also accepted the idea of the NPS, democratic administra-
tion (governance) can be explained in the easiest way with the democratic values and with 
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two key dimensions; these being democratic responsibility and democratic citizenship. For the 
fulfilment of the concept of open administration systematic preconditions are necessary; it is 
important not to forget about transparency, control, responsibility and responsiveness, as well 
as representation, participation and inclusiveness. 

Regarding the described dimensions of administration it is possible to set a model (see 
Picture 1) where open administration is the independent variable and the model presents an 
extensive plan of how we can study the correlation of the variables. 

Picture 1: Model of open administration

Independent variable:
Open administration

Informative mechanism:
Critical theory, 
Discursive theory

Dependent variable: 
Democratic administration

Willingness for public 
discourse

Democratic responsibility:
– Transparency
– Control
– Responsibility
– Responsiveness
Democratic citizenship:
– Participation
– Representation
– Inclusiveness

Source: Adapted for own analysis after Brezovšek 2009.

The model describes the assurance of openness of the administration through willingness 
towards public discourse and establishing discursive opinion, from the wide public to civil so-
ciety, to the continuance of communication between the various actors in public debates and in 
the institutionalized state institutions. Where it is expected that society is free and open, it al-
lows the actors the best possible participation in consensual decisions in the public sphere and 
the development of the optional discourse with wide notions of rationality (Brezovšek 2009). 
It is important for democratic responsibility not to forget transparency, here we are thinking of 
transparency in the sense of the interaction between the actors (in the social sense) and in the 
informational sense, when it is defined as information accessibility. From this the responsibil-
ity of carriers of the public functions and administration is evident, which contributes to the 
reduction of irregularity (Demšar and Boh 2008: 89–90). The democratic citizenship includes 
bearing in mind of the representatives, participation and inclusiveness when the role of civil 
servants in the administration is not cut down to responsiveness of users’ demands or on the 
carrying out of the orders inside the organisational institution, but includes the strengthening 
of the relations between citizens and groups of citizens, stimulates the search for collective 
responsibility, develops public discourse and promotes the collective understanding of public 
affairs and searches for possibilities for inclusion of citizens into the government (administra-
tion) working. It is due to informational technology that public administration “caters” to the 
needs of the citizens in an easier manner (Snijkers 2005: 1–3). 
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This helps to reduce the democratic deficit. Open administration allows collaboration to 
a wide circle of subjects, when it is important that the public is allowed sustainable collabora-
tion, with accepting suggestions and opinions of regulation or for a change of a certain ques-
tion and to present the suggestions on regulation in the process of its preparation. This is the 
main goal of the concept of the new public service and the promotion of open administration, 
where citizens are (and must be) provided with spontaneous administrative working and that 
they can pass observations and suggestions in the earliest phases of the decision-making.

In reality, the concept of the new public service with its emphasis on openness is impor-
tant for today’s democratic administration, as modern administration has become complex 
(Brezovšek and Črnčec 2010: 50–51). It has become evident that it is time to change bureauc-
racy with willingness to public discourse. It is expected from civil servants that they serve the 
citizens; they work adequately and according to rules (Harmon and Mayer 1986).

We are of the opinion that the Slovenian administration has to undergo the process from 
a traditionally closed and rigid administration and include new elements, which are mutually 
intertwined. We target especially access to information of a public nature, the chance to col-
laborate in decision-making and to co-decide on some questions with the jurisdiction of public 
administration, and to collaborate in the processes of regulation and access to forums. Within 
this concept of open administration the Slovenian administration has to comply with the prin-
ciple of transparency, namely in the scope of informing the users, discussion with the users, 
delegate the jurisdiction for the users’ decision-making and control the users who control the 
working of the administration (Trpin 2000: 411). At the same time, the administration in mod-
ern society has to take into account transparency and with it connected democracy, because 
of the need to provide a wide social consensus and legitimization of the decisions more and 
more interactions between various social actors are included. With the help of transparency 
some kind of pressure is put on the subjects in the system, so they can evolve new working in 
the course of optimization of working (Demšar and Boh 2008: 89–90). 

Communication in the public sphere has to be absolutely thought out and reasonable and 
be based on rational argumentation (Habermas 1981, 1989, 1996; Bohman and Rehg 1997; 
Bohman 1999; Dryzek 2000), because the active public sphere, in which suggestions and 
preferences on public problems are formed, can provide legitimacy of democratic decision-
making (Zolo 1992; Mayhew 1997). New conditions must be made with room for articulation 
and deliberation (Dewey 1999). Democratic organisation of the public and inclusion of the 
citizens into establishing processes are of key importance (Dewey 1999: 147).

Hereby we should be careful that the influence of the public is not limited only on support 
or refusal to the actors (Splichal 1997: 160), but also participation and inclusion of the citizens 
is important (Brezovšek and Bačlija 2010: 97). In the 1990s, in the scope of the OECD and 
the EU, an idea of the need of preparation i.e. Regulatory Impact Assessment has started to be 
implemented. This is the idea of assessment of the efficiency of regulations, based on which 
public policies in certain fields are passed or formed. It is mentioned here, as we are convinced 
that this kind of approach ensures the quality of the new legislation, on the other hand, it sim-
plifies the legislative and at the same time subsequent assessment of the set goals. With this 
intention a series of processes were established on the grounds of the theoretical principles of 
deliberative democracy combined with the basic theoretical and methodical knowledge in the 
scope of political-administrative structures. 
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These processes should help in the search for answers about the practicability of the 
set goals of certain regulation and its estimated direct and indirect effects (Kustec Lipicer 
2009).

Administration is not intended for itself, but its purpose is to serve the users. In Slovenia, 
not enough has been done to direct it towards the user, until now (Haček and Bačlija 2012: 
119–127). We are of the opinion that more emphasis for establishing social responsibility 
should be put on the administration – user relation. And as open administration is welcomed 
from the democracy’s view and quality, we believe that such administration should be present 
in Slovenia, so the actual state in Slovenia will be presented in the following chapters. 

2.3 Open Public Administration in Slovenia?

Inclusion of the civil society actors and users into the processes of forming decisions in Slov-
enia is regulated by some legal and political documents (e.g.: Constitution of the Republic 
of Slovenia, Access to Public Information Act, The Decree on communication and re-use of 
Information of a Public Nature, Internal Rules of the Government of the Republic of Slovenia, 
Methodology for fulfilling and monitoring the Statement on the elimination of administra-
tive barriers and cooperation with the interested public), which open new possibilities for the 
collaboration of (organized) citizens or the public with the setting up of the programming of 
documents and legal acts. The most important document in this respect is the Resolution on 
Legislative Regulation, passed in 2009. The resolution is the first document in Slovenia which 
regulates public inclusion in the policy-making processes in all fields. Even though it is not 
a legally binding act, its passing is of great importance, as it sets the standards for the legisla-
tive drafting which is the basis for the rule of law (Divjak 2011: 10). Operationalization of the 
possibility idea or obligation of collaboration of the public in the decision-making processes 
was passed by the Government of the Republic of Slovenia in April 2010. 

It was passed with the corresponding changes of its internal rules with which it defined the 
obligation of those who make public policies to set up a report with the explanation of why 
some key suggestions and opinions of (the organized) citizens were not taken into account 
(Divjak 2011). In compliance with the Resolution on Legislative Regulation the public is al-
lowed sustainable collaboration (the minimum recommendation is that the collaboration of 
the public with legislative drafting can take from 30 to 60 days4), which is possible in the way 
that the administration receives suggestions and opinions from the citizens for regulation or 
change of a certain question or with the presentation of the suggestions of regulation in the 
process of legislative drafting

The principle of openness is emphasized, which stresses the remarks and suggestions and 
opinions in the early phases of decision-making, and the principle of transparency. The benefit 
of the resolution bears importance in the simplification of the law norms and with the aboli-
tion of administrative obstacles and also in emphasising that the invitation to collaboration 
is carried out in such a way that ensures the response of the target groups and expert public 
and ensures that the wider public is informed. The characteristics of the resolution that were 
shortly introduced as “respecting its principles should stimulate the responsibility of all public 
actors in Slovenia for general legal culture, it should improve the respect of the country, as 
well as the general good” (Resolucija 2009: 7). 
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At the same time, we can claim that the principles of the resolution are the indicators of 
gradual formal assertion of the concept of the NPS, especially the principal of open public 
service in Slovenia. As mentioned, we are interested whether in Slovenia we can actually trace 
any NPS elements, particularly the aspect of open public administration. Our research is not 
the only one focusing on this, as there has been various empirical research on interest groups 
activity in the past (see Fink – Hafner and Krašovec 2005). The focus was put on interviews 
with members of Parliament (Zajc 1991, 1994, 2000; Krašovec 2003) or the representatives of 
interest groups (Fink – Hafner 1994, 1996, 1998; Krašovec 2003). Only some individual more 
narrow/sectorial research has also included among interviewees civil servants (e.g. Fink –Haf-
ner 1995; Krašovec 2002; Kustec Lipicer 2006; Lajh 2006). Some of the general and for us 
more interesting findings from the above-mentioned research are: it is obvious that the number 
of interest groups trying to influence decision-makers is growing each year; decision-makers 
see the positive sides of working with interest groups, especially in the possibility to gain new 
information and professional knowledge for their decisions, and for the bigger chances for the 
quality decision implementation, even though there is some hesitation about the openness of 
the decision-makers towards interest groups (the use of unacceptable methods and techniques 
of persuasion). Some decision-makers are more open to interest groups than others (Parlia-
ment is more open towards interest groups working than government). Not all interest groups 
are strong enough (especially employers and employees and interest groups in the field of 
farming, health care and disabled persons interest groups are clearly the strongest) to exert 
influence in the policy-making processes to an important degree. As found by Fink – Hafner 
and Krašovec (2005), the openness of decision-makers does not necessarily translate into in-
fluence of interest groups; and even more, the openness of decision-makers is also sectorially 
determined. The data namely reveals that decision-makers in the fields where the employ-
ers, employees and disabled persons interest groups are working are open to interest groups 
(Fink – Hafner 1998; Krašovec 2003) to a greater degree than decision-makers in some other 
policy sectors. These fields are a part of the Ministry of Work, Family and Social Issues. On 
the other hand, Fink – Hafner (1994) found that in the fields of defence, international relations 
and internal affairs interest groups are rarely active and have little influence.

3. Methodological Explanation and Findings of the Empirical Analysis 

The mentioned findings on the openness or reserve of decision-makers in certain fields of 
public policies and the findings of the research Ogledalo vladi 2009/20011 (Mirror to the 
government) (Divjak 20115) were used to select the public policies or ministries entrusted to 
the mentioned fields. In those fields the analysis of openness or the analysis of introduction of 
the NPS elements in public administration was also carried out on our side. In the same way as 
an example of open public administration we chose the Ministry of Labour, Family and Social 
Affairs (in the following text MLFSA), and as closed public administration, the Ministry of 
Defence (in the following text MD).6 

The selection of two extremes (open/closed public administration) served as a control of 
the influence of legal and political acts, which stress the elements of NPS or open public ad-
ministration in the year 2012. Actually, we could expect that it will be possible to recognise 
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the larger openness of public administration with the passing of the NPS concept or at least 
some of its elements into public administration. In the analysis we lean on the data gathered 
with empirical research, carried out from July to September 2012, and in which quantitative 
and qualitative research methods and techniques were used. The survey population were civil 
servants of the Ministry of Labour, Family and Social Affairs and the Ministry of Defence, 
and interest groups, working in the fields of the jurisdiction of both ministries. The survey was 
taken by 18.9 % (63 civil servants) of predicted sample of the MLFSA and 32.2 % (58 civil 
servants) of predicted sample of the MD. Among interest groups working in the MLFSA the 
survey was taken by 26.6 % (12 interest groups) of the predicted survey population and 44.4 % 
(8 interest groups) of the predicted survey population working in the MD. This shows that our 
empirical data can paint a picture, but due to the low percentage of the population taking the 
survey we have to be careful in generalising and drawing conclusions. The analysis has shown 
that in Slovenia we can talk about (partly) open public administration. Also the research has 
confirmed that the MLFSA is more open to interest groups than the MD. It is clear that the 
openness of civil servants to collaborate with interest groups is based on the position which 
they occupy in the public – political hierarchy (see Picture 2). The higher the public employee 
or official in the hierarchy, the less open he is to work with interest groups. Most of the time, 
interest groups call upon the Minister, as they believe that he has direct influence on the 
realisation of their wishes or demands. The same conclusions were drawn by Fink – Hafner 

Picture 2: Openness of actors according to hierarchy – comparison of the MD and the MLFSA

Source: Own analysis 2012.

The question they had to answer was: “Can you please evaluate how the stated actors in your ministry are open to 
the inclusion of interest groups in the processes of establishing public policies?” Use the scale from 1 to 5, where 
1 means very open and 5 very closed. Data is shown by the (arithmetic) mean. 
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(1996); the main target of interest groups being government and individual ministries. Inter-
est groups also call upon the Cabinet of the Government or the Prime Minister and certain 
offices and governmental agencies, legal secretaries and advisors, who are considered to be 
well-informed, on the other hand the decision-making is not in their domain and that makes 
collaborations easier. Interest groups call upon the influential public-social organisations in 
order to form a wide and joint public policy when it comes to questions of the same sort in 
some field, above all, if there is a common interest which they try to solve together.

In our analysis we have found, as did Fink – Hafner et al. (1996), that the National Council 
of the Republic of Slovenia is regarded to be a very open political institution. But despite in-
terest groups calling upon the minister, according to them the least approachable7 are the gov-
ernment (President of the Government, Resource Ministers, Secretaries of State). The same 
results were shown in some previous research (Zajc et al. 1992, 1994; Fink – Hafner 1995, 
1996). We have come to the realization that the established results are in opposition to the ele-
ments of the settled concept inside public service, when Brezovšek and Bačlija (2010: 115) 
claim that the task of the political authority within the concept is to offer better options for 
citizens working and that the ministries are accessible and open and responsive to the demands 
of the users of public services. The data shows that the majority of civil servants believe that 
public administration is more open towards interest groups today than it was ten years ago 
(what strikes us as interesting here is that civil servants in the MD (66 % surveyed) have more 
widely than the civil servants in the MLFSA (60 % surveyed) perceived more open public 
administration in the last ten years) (see Picture 3). On the other hand, interest groups are 
more reserved in evaluating the openness of public administration (even though 50 % of the 
surveyed interest groups share this opinion), because only trade unions have come close to the 
opinion of civil servants about more open administration in comparison to that of ten years ago. 

Picture 3: Openness of administration 

Source: Own research (2012).

The question we posed: “According to your opinion has public administration become more open to interest 
groups?” scale 1 – yes: 2 – no. Data is shown by percent.
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Civil servants in the administration of Slovenia, as reasons for gradual implementation 
of the elements of the NPS, visible mainly in the more open public administration to interest 
groups and their inclusion into the policy-making processes, the modernization of admin-
istration (ministries’ websites, e-portal, e-administration, e-democracy, etc.), the process of 
globalization, as well as technological capabilities of better and faster informing of interest 
groups on administration, about the affairs which suit them, and all in all the increase in the 
demand for greater transparency of public administration. The opinion of civil servants is also 
interesting; they believe that interest groups are a lot more organized today than before and 
that could be the reason they count as (more) relevant actors. This factor can “force” civil serv-
ants to collaborate with interest groups. According to interest groups (4.08 of trade unions and 
4.25 of other interest groups8) the reason that public administration in Slovenia has become 
more open today than it was ten years ago is the development of technology. Interest groups 
are of the opinion that e.g. the ministries’ websites enable them to be more informed and aware 
and in this way they can follow the ministries’ work and communicate with civil servants in an 
easier manner. Representatives of interest groups have revealed in interviews that they notice 
some changes in the way civil servants think, as they are starting to realize that collaboration 
is mutually beneficial. That is why the fact civil servants, to a small extent (only 4.47 in the 
MLFSA and 4.29 civil servants in the MD9), agree that collaboration with interest groups is 
necessary to obtain more information and to obtain the viewpoints from other perspective. At 
the same time, they believe that collaboration of interest groups is important and they state 
the need to establish resource policies in a more complete and professional manner, to intro-
duce system changes, to make the service quicker and of greater quality and stress the need to 
excuse the existence of public administration to such an extent and to use public means more 
rationally. 

As expected, those civil servants who are convinced that public administration should be 
open to interest groups are also the most open. But all interest groups who were surveyed 
claimed that the collaboration between interest groups and civil servants is of great impor-
tance. Interest groups are of the opinion that collaboration with civil servants can contribute 
to the establishing and passing of more quality policies and decisions. They also believe that 
their collaboration in the policy-making can contribute to legitimacy if the administration as 
well as governmental structures. 

Our findings are similar to the findings of the above-mentioned research about the trend of 
the growing number of interest groups trying to influence decision-makers (Zajc 1991, 1994, 
2000; Fink – Hafner 1996). Representatives see the reason behind the continuous increase 
in the number of interest groups in the increased attention of society and decision-makers to 
the civil society and an increase in the positive valuation of its activity. We have proven that 
we can talk about the increase of the openness of public administration to interest groups, 
but there are plenty of things in their relations that have stayed the same. Civil servants are 
of the opinion that all of this is happening only because of the pressure of interest groups 
and their initiative to collaborate with administration. The same happened in the mid-1990s 
(Fink – Hafner 1998: 840) and happened again in 2012. 

Not much has changed in the view of the (non)-existence of the institutionalized forms of 
collaboration between public administration and interest groups (in the form of work groups, 
council of experts, commissions). Although the institutionalized access to public administration 



POL ITOLOGICKÝ ČASOPIS  /  CZECH JOURNAL  OF  POL IT ICAL  SC IENCE 1 /201418 19ARTICLES

is available to interest groups, this kind of institutionalized access to public administration is 
to a greater extent available to trade unions. 

As mentioned earlier, the question of openness of public administration to interest groups is 
not the only important question, as the question of their influence on policy-making can be posed. 

The research has shown that the petitions, opinions and positions that interest groups 
disclose to public administration are only partially considered (50 %) and they emphasise 
that establishing of policies is actually carried out in narrow, closed circles of privileged 
decision-makers who are over-influenced by the ruling coalition. That is why interest groups 
are imposed with a thought that this is partially “consultation for the sake of consultation”, 
and that the representatives of interest groups are heard, but not listened to.10 Fink – Hafner 
(1998: 839) came to a similar conclusion.

In this case, some civil servants are very critical towards interest groups, as they believe 
that many put too much emphasis only on their selfish demands and want the benefits only for 
their own interest groups. In such an evaluation part of the answer to the question why civil 
servants only partially regard the initiative, opinions and standpoints of interest groups can be 
found. Representatives of interest groups are of the opinion that it is exactly this disobedience 
or noncompliance of their initiatives, opinions and standpoints of interest groups that is a key 
point preventing actual enforcement of the NPS concept in Slovenia to a greater extent. 

The NPS concept stresses the meaning “of serving citizens”, greater emphasis on civil 
servants and administration on social responsibility towards the users, where citizens expect to 
be heard by the authority, and to react to their problems. Some of the representatives of interest 
groups have added the critique of public administration because of the relatively low level of 
professionalism and professional knowledge of civil servants and their undue “bureaucracy”. 
With the establishing of the NPS concept the conceitedness or remoteness of public admin-
istration or their employees towards the public must be outdone in the opinion of Brezovšek 
and Bačlija (2010: 11).

The main findings are shown schematically hereinafter. 

Table 1: Schematic display of advantages, weaknesses, opportunities and dangers 
of collaboration between civil servants and interest groups in Slovenia 

Advantages Weaknesses Suggestions

Ministerial websites, electronic business 
and other modern technology allow easier 
access for the users of public administration 
and influence them towards being better 
informed and enable easier communication 
with the civil servants. 

Too much influence of the 
(each time) ruling coalition 
on the collaboration with the users 
of public services.

To continue the 
established cooperative, 
open and transparent 
and inclusive relation with 
the users of the public 
services. 

Name the representative 
in the organization who will 
work with interest groups. 

To direct more attention 
to the professionalism of 
civil servants and their 
constant improvement. 

Opportunities Dangers

Consistent following of stipulations of the 
Resolution on Legislative Regulation and 
other legal frames in Slovenia and inclusion 
of the key participants into the judgement 
of regulation and concern for the regard of 
the suggestions of the users of the public 
services.

Long-term noncompliance of the 
public can lead to the apathy 
of society (in a sense of feeling 
powerless, “as nothing helps if we 
are active and express our opinion, 
because nobody listens to us 
anyway”). 

Source: Adapted from findings of our own analysis.
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4. Conclusion 

Public administration is an urgent condition for the functioning of modern societies in post-
modern times and at the same time it is facing great challenges (Ackerman 2000). These chal-
lenges are above all the changing modern environment, Europeanization, globalization and 
social changes (current finance crisis). It seems that the answers (or at least part of them) can 
be found in the concept of the new public service which talks in favour of the idea of open 
administration and that the citizen is a social/legal and political being and that the administra-
tion has to serve the citizens and offer them a chance to (co)-establish interest groups.

In the article we were interested in whether in Slovenia, which is facing the same chal-
lenges in public administration and democratic society as many other developed countries, 
we can spot the existence of formal or actual elements of the new public service, especially 
the element of the openness of public administration. Based on the presented research and 
its conclusions we can claim that the NPS concept in Slovenia is already present to a certain 
degree. It is present especially in the existence of the legal act (Resolution on Legislative 
Regulation), which places the whole public administration to be more open to the public. 
The Resolution does not bear the power of the legal act, and Slovenia often has a problem 
with the implementation of policies (Kuster Lipicer 2007), but the Resolution has apparently 
changed the relationship between civil servants and interest groups. Both estimate that public 
administration today is more open to interest groups than it was ten years ago. We do not have 
any illusions that the document alone or in its entirety can explain why public administration 
is more open to interest groups (all in all, the research mentioned that interest groups are 
better organized than they were in the past, and that positive evaluation of the civil-public 
actor working has increased, etc.), but it certainly has played a role in this view. However, 
despite administration being more open, the traditionally more closed field of interest groups 
(defence) still remains more closed to interest groups than the traditionally more open field 
(labour, social affairs). A different picture is painted when we pose the question of the actual 
openness of public administration, especially in the view of regarding the initiative, opinions 
and suggestions of interest groups. We come to a similar conclusion as fifteen years ago – 
namely interest groups are heard, but not listened to. Despite the time gap, a similar picture is 
seen when it comes to the question of initiative of collaboration between both actors – the col-
laboration is still (too) dependent on the initiative of interest groups. This information comes 
as no surprise at all, if we take into consideration the fact that civil servants do not see great 
or important reasons (such as gaining more information and data on accepting quality deci-
sions; chance of reducing the problem with the implementation of policies; more legitimate 
decisions). The government in Slovenia is facing how to maintain constancy and changes 
(connected to the unforeseen social environment) on one hand, and how to enable stability 
on the other hand.

Regarding everything that has been stated, we can claim that the concept of the new public 
service, especially the element of openness of public administration is still more of a wish 
than reality in Slovenia.
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Notes:

   1. Light (2007) also used the term NPS, but actually he understands it a little differently from Denhardt 
and Denhardt (2003).

   2. Perry (2007: 5) expressed some second thoughts whether there is indeed some novelty possible to 
find in Denhardt’s and Denhardt’s (2003) as well as Light’s (2007) terminology since already in 
1970 the same concept was introduced by Mosher – he used the term “public service”.

   3. As in earlier editions (e. g. Denhardt and Denhardt 2000, 2003, 2007) of Janet and Robert Den-
hardt’s The New Public Service, even later in 2011 (Denhardt and Denhardt 2011) their framework 
is organized around a set of seven core principles: serve citizens, not consumers; seek the public 
interest; value citizenship and public service above entrepreneurship; think strategically, act demo-
cratically; recognize that accountability isn’t simple; serve, rather than steer; value people, not just 
productivity. 

   4. The time frame was too narrow for many representatives of interest groups in our research.
   5. The research of the Centre for Information Service, Co-operation and Development of NGOs 

Ogledalo vladi has shown that the Ministry for Work, Family and Inners Affairs (also the Ministry of 
Public Administration, the Ministry of Education and Sport and the Ministry of Culture) compared 
to other ministries the results are good in the inclusion of the public into the processes of decision-
making, while the Ministry of Defence (also the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Health and the 
Ministry of Higher Education, Science and Technology) does not reach the standards of responsive 
and open ministry (Divjak 2011). In doing so, it is important to know that in the years 2006 and 
2010 the level of inclusion of the public in the processes of establishing public policies was gener-
ally low (Divjak 2011). The research Ogledalo vladi reveals that between 2006 and 2011 there was 
no essential improvement in the openness of the ministries; even more, some of the ministries were 
more closed in 2010 than in 2006. Even though during those years the improvement of the practice 
and the awareness of the importance grew, the inclusion of public into the processes of establishing 
policies declined. 

   6. From the database which was at our disposal and we have worked with the tools of the statistical 
analysis, we have excluded only partially filled surveys.

   7. The representatives of trade unions and other interest groups have evaluated the accessibility of 
various actors which they can turn to regarding their demands with a scale of 1 (completely inac-
cessible) to 5 (completely accessible). Data is shown by the (arithmetic) mean. Representatives 
of other interest groups evaluated the accessibility a little higher than the trade unions. The latter 
state that the most accessible are mass media, other interest groups and organisations (both 3.83) 
and experts and advisers (3.75), the least approachable is the government (3.25), national assembly 
(3.33) and the President of the Republic (3. 42). The representatives of other interest groups evalu-
ate very highly the accessibility of officials at the state level lower than the State Secretary (4.25), 
and other interest organisations and groups (3.88) and officials at the local level (3.88) and the 
President of the Republic (3.87). In their opinion the least approachable are the representatives of 
the government (3.25), court (3.25) and the state assembly (3.38).

   8. Data is shown by the (arithmetic) mean. 
   9. Data is shown by the (arithmetic) mean.
 10. The information that interest groups often try to influence public administration in an indirect man-

ner through the mass media, as they did in the mid-1990s (Fink – Hafner 1998: 441), and still do 
today does not surprise.



POL ITOLOGICKÝ ČASOPIS  /  CZECH JOURNAL  OF  POL IT ICAL  SC IENCE 1 /201420 21ARTICLES

Sources:

Aberbach, Joel D. et al. 1981. Bureaucrats and politicians in Western democracies. Massachusetts and 
London: Cambridge University Press. 

Ackerman, Bruce. 2000. “The new separation of powers.” Harvard Law Journal 113, No. 3, 628–695.
Axelsson, Karin. 2010. “Exploring the importance of citizen participation and involvement in e-govern-

ment projects: Practice, incentives, and organization.” Transforming Government: People, Process 
and Policy 4, No. 4, 299–321. 

Barker, Randolph T. et al. 1998. “The interdisciplinary needs of organizations: are new employees ad-
equate?” Journal of Management 17, No. 3, 219–232.

Bauman, Zygmunt. 2002. Tekoča moderna. Ljubljana: Cf.
Beck, Ulrich. 2001. Družba tveganja na poti v neko drugo moderno. Ljubljana: Založba Krtina.
Bohman, James and Rehg, William. 1997. Deliberative Democracy: Essays on Reason and Politics. 

Cambridge: MIT Press.
Bohman, James. 1999. “Citizenship and norms of publicity: wide public reason in cosmopolitan socie-

ties.” Political Theory 27, No. 2, 176–222.
Brezovšek, Marjan. 2009. “Demokracija in nova javna služba ter njun vpliv na javno upravo v Sloveniji.” 

Prispevek predstavljen na XVI. dnevi slovenske uprave, 24.–26. septembra, v Portorožu, Slovenija. 
Brezovšek, Marjan and Bačlija, Irena. 2010. Sodobna upravna misel. Ljubljana: Fakulteta za družbene 

vede.
Brezovšek, Marjan and Črnčec, Damir. 2010. Demokratična uprava in tajnost podatkov. Ljubljana: 

Fakulteta za družbene vede.
Cavaye, Angele. 1995. “User participation in system development revisited.” Information & Managemet 

28, No. 5, 311–323.
Chen, Yu-Che et al. 2006. “E-Government Strategies in Developed and Developing Countries: An Im-

plementation Framework and Case Study.” Journal of Global Information Management 14, No. 1, 
23–46. 

Civelli, Franco F. 1997. “New competences, new organizations in a developing world.” Industrial and 
Comercial Training 29, No. 7, 226–229.

Coleman, Stephen. 2007. “E-Democracy: The History and Future of an Idea.” In: The Oxford Handbook 
of Information and Communication Technologies. Eds. Robin Mansell et al. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 362–382. 

Crouch, Colin. 2008. Postdemokratie. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.
Dahlström, Carl and Peters, Guy. 2010. Steering from the center. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.
Demšar, Franci and Boh, Tomaž. 2008. “Uvajanje načel transparentnost v delo javne uprave: primer 

Javne agencije za raziskovalno dejavnost Republike Slovenije.” Družboslovne razprave XXIV, 
No. 58, 89–105. 

Denhardt, Robert B. 1981. In the shadow of the organization. Lawrence: Regents Press of Kansas. 
Denhardt, Robert B. 1987. “Implementing Quality Circles in State Government.” Public Administration 

Review 47, No. 4, 304–309.
Denhardt, Robert B. 1991. Public administration: an action orientation. Pacific Grove: Brooks/Cole.
Denhardt, Robert B. 1993. The pursuit of significance: strategies for managerial success in public or-

ganizations. Armonk, N. Y.: Waveland Press. 
Denhardt, Robert B. 1998. “Targeting Community Development in Orange Country.” National Civil 

Rewiev 87, No. 3, 227–235. 
Denhardt, Robert B. and Denhardt, Janet Vinzant. 2000. “The New Public Service: Serving Rather than 

Steering.” Public Administration Review 60, No. 6, 549–559.
Denhardt, Robert B. and Denhardt, Janet Vinzant. 2003. The New Public Service: Serving, Not Steering. 

Armonk, N. Y.: M. E. Sharpe, Inc. 
Denhardt, Robert B. and Denhardt, Janet Vinzant. 2007. The New Public Service. Serving, Not Steering. 

Armonk, N. Y.: M. E. Sharpe, Inc. 



POL ITOLOGICKÝ ČASOPIS  /  CZECH JOURNAL  OF  POL IT ICAL  SC IENCE 1 /201422 23ARTICLES

Denhardt, Robert B. and Denhardt, Janet Vinzant. 2011. The New Public Service: Serving, Not Steering. 
M. E. Sharpe, Inc: New York. 

Dewey, John. 1999. Javnost in njeni problem. Ljubljana: Fakulteta za družbene vede.
Divjak, Tina. 2011. Ogledalo vladi 2009/2010: vključevanje javnosti v postopke priprave aktov. Ljublja-

na: Pravno – informacijski center nevladnih organizacij – PIC.
Dryzek, John S. 2000. Deliberative Democracy and Beyond. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Evans, Peter. 1997. “The Eclipse of the state? Reflections on Stateness in an Era of Globalization.” World 

Politics 50, no.1, 62–77.
Fink – Hafner, Danica. 1994. “Sindikati v procesu oblikovanja politik.” Družboslovne razprave, 

no.17–18, 30–46. 
Fink – Hafner, Danica. 1995. Uveljavljanje slovenskih interesov v procesih oblikovanja politik Evropske 

skupnosti/unije primer kmetijske politike. Ljubljana: RSS. 
Fink – Hafner, Danica et al. 1996. Oblikovanje policy mrež in lobiranje. Ljubljana: Fakulteta za 

družbene vede. 
Fink – Hafner, Danica. 1998. “(Pre)oblikovanje policy omrežij v kontekstu demokratičnega prehoda – 

slovenski primer.” Teorija in praksa 35, No. 5, 830–749.
Fink – Hafner, Danica and Krašovec, Alenka. 2005. “Is Consultation Everything? The Influence of 

Interest Groups on Parliamentary Working Bodies in Slovenia”. Sociologicky časopis 41, No. 3, 
401–421.

Ganapati, Sukumar. 2011. “Users of Public Participation Geographic Information Systems Applications 
in E-Government.” Public Administration Review 71, No. 3, 425–434.

Goodnow, Frank J. 1900. Politics and Administration: A Study in Government. London: The Macmillan 
Company. 

Habermas, Jürgen. 1981. Theory of communicative action. Of the analysis of between facts and norms: 
contributions to a discourse theory of law and democracy. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Habermas, Jürgen. 1989. Strukturne spremembe javnosti. Ljubljana: ŠKUC, Znanstveni inštitut Filoz-
ofske fakultete.

Habermas, Jürgen. 1994. Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law and 
Democracy. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Habermas, Jürgen. 1996. Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law and 
Democracy. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Haček, Miro. 2005. Politika birokracije. Ljubljana: Modrijan.
Haček, Miro and Bačlija, Irena. 2012. Upravljanje človeških virov v upravi. Ljubljana: Fakulteta za 

družbene vede. 
Harmon, Michael M. and Mayer, Richard T. 1986. Organization theory for public administration. Bos-

ton: Little, Brown. 
Harris, Philip R. 1999. “Human resource trends for European leaders.” European Business Review 99, 

No. 1, 55–58.
Held, David. 1992. Models of democracy. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Hogge, Becky. 2010. Open data study: new technologies. London: Transparency & Accountability Initia-

tive (http://www.transparencyinitiative.org/wpcontent/uploads/2011/05/open_data_study_final.pdf).
Hood, Christopher. 1991. “A Public Management for All Seasons?” Public Administration 69, No. 1, 

3–19. 
Hood, Christopher. 1995. “The New Public Management.” Accounting Organizations and Society 1, 

No. 20, 93–99.
Hughes, Owen E. 2003. Public Management and Administration. New York, Basingstoke: Palgrave 

Macmillan. 
Jones, Steve et al. 2007. “Towards e-government transformation: conceptualizing citizen engagement.” 

Transforming Government: People, Process and Policy 1, No. 2, 145–152. 
Kakabadse, Andrew et al. 2003. “Reinventing the democratic governance project through information 

technology? A growing agenda for debate.” Public Administration Review 63, No. 1, 44–60.



POL ITOLOGICKÝ ČASOPIS  /  CZECH JOURNAL  OF  POL IT ICAL  SC IENCE 1 /201422 23ARTICLES

Keane, John. 2009. The Life and Death of Democracy. London: W. W. Norton & Company.
Kettl, Donald F. 2005. The Global Management Revolution. Washington: Brookings Institute Press. 
Kickert, Walter J. 1997. Public management and Administrative Reform in Western Europe. Lyme: 

Edvard Elgar Publishing Limited.
Krašovec, Alenka. 2002. Oblikovanje javnih politik. Primer kulturnih politik v Sloveniji. Ljubljana: 

Fakulteta za družbene vede.
Krašovec, Alenka. 2003. Oblikovanje kulturne politike v Sloveniji: primer Zakona o Filmskem skladu 

RS in Zakona o uresničevanju javnega interesa na področju kulture. Ljubljana: Fakulteta za družbene 
vede, Arhiv družboslovnih podatkov.

Kustec Lipicer, Simona. 2006. Poseganje države v civilno družbo: javnopolitična perspektiva. Ljublja-
na: Fakulteta za družbene vede. 

Kustec Lipicer, Simona. 2007. “EU – Centric Governance in Sport? The Slovenian Experience With The 
White Paper Process.” Journal of Contemporary European Research 3, No. 3, 273–289.

Kustec Lipicer, Simona. 2009. “Policy oziroma javnopolitični potenciali presoje učinkov regulacije.” 
In: Presoja učinkov regulacije v Sloveniji. Ed. Polona Kovač. Ljubljana: Fakulteta za upravo, 
29–46.

Lajh, Damjan. 2006. Evropeizacija in regionalizacija: spremembe na (sub)nacionalni ravni in imple-
mentacija kohezijske politike v EU v Sloveniji. Ljubljana: Fakulteta za družbene vede. 

Lathrop, Daniel and Ruma, Laurel. 2010. Open government: collaboration, transparency, and participa-
tion in practice. Sebastopol: O’Reilly Media. 

Light, Charles P. 1998. Sustaining Innovation. Creating Nonprofit and Government Organizations That 
Innovate Naturally. California: Jossey-Bass Inc.

Light, Charles P. 1999. The New Public Service. Washington, D. C.: Brookings Institution. 
Light, Charles P. 2007. “Recommendations Forestalled or Forgotten? The National Commission on the 

Public Service and Presidential Appointment”. Public Administration Review 67, No. 3, 408–417.
Maier – Rabler Ursula and Huber, Stefan. 2011. Open: the changing relation between citizens, public 

administration, and political authority. Salzburg: University of Salzburg. 
Mayhew, Leon H. 1997. The New Public. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
McSwite, Orion C. 1997. Legitimacy in Public Administration: A Discourse Analysis (Rethinking Public 

Administration). London: SAGE Publications, Inc.
Mestre, Michel et al. 1997. “Employee orientation – the Japanese approach.” Employee Relations 19, 

No. 5, 443–456.
Mlinar, Zdravko. 2012. Življenjsko okolje v globalni informacijski dobi. Ljubljana: Fakulteta za 

družbene vede.
Mosher, Frederick. 1970. Democracy and the public service. New York: Oxford University Press.
Muir, Adrienne and Oppenheim, Charles. 2002. “National information policy developments worldwide 

I: Electronic government.” Journal of Information Science 28, No. 3, 173–186.
OECD. 2011. The call for innovative and open government: an overview of country initiatives. Paris: 

OECD Publishing (http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264107052-en). 
OECD. 2012. Slovenia: Towards a Strategic and Efficient State. Paris: OECD Publishing (http://

dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264173262-en). 
Osborne, David and Gaebler, Ted. 1992. Reinventing government: how the entrepreneurial spirit is 

transforming the public sector. New York: Addison Wesley Publishing Company.
Osborne, Stephen. 2009. The New Public Governance: Emerging perspectives on the theory and prac-

tice of public governance. London: Rutledge.
Patten, Steve. 2001. “Democratizing the Institutions of Policy-making: Democratic Consultation and 

Participatory Administration.” Journal of Canadian Studies 35, No. 4, 221–239.
Perry, James L. 2007. “Democracy and the New Public Service.” The American Review of Public Ad-

ministration 37, No. 1, 3–16.
Peters, Guy B. 1986. The relationship between civil servants and political executives: A preliminary 

comparative examination. Glasgow: University of Strathclyde. 



POL ITOLOGICKÝ ČASOPIS  /  CZECH JOURNAL  OF  POL IT ICAL  SC IENCE 1 /201424 25ARTICLES

Peters, Guy B. 2010. “Bureaucracy and democracy in the modern state.” Public administration review 
70, No. 4, 642–643.

Pollitt, Christopher and Bouckaert, Geert. 2004. Public Management Reform: A Comparative Analysis. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pollitt, Christopher. 2007. New public management in Europe: Adaptation and alternatives. Houndmills: 
Palgrave.

Putnam, Robert. 2000. Bowling Alone. The Collapse and Revival of American Community. New York: 
Simon and Schuster. 

Resolucija o normativni dejavnosti. 2009. Ljubljana: Uradni list (http://www.uradni-list.si/1/objava.jsp
?urlid=200995&stevilka=4117). 

Snijkers, Kris. 2005. “E–government: ICT from a public management perspective.” Presented on the 
13th NISPAcee Annual Conference, Democratic Governance for the XXI Century: Challenges and 
Responses in CEE Countries, 19. – 21. May in Moscow, Russia.

Splichal, Slavko. 1997. Javno mnenje: Teoretski razvoj in spori v XX. stoletju. Ljubljana: Fakulteta za 
družbene vede.

Toonen, Theo. 2001. “Public Sector reform in Comparative perspective: Creating open villages and 
reinventing the politics of administration.” In: Politicians, Bureaucrats and Administrative Reform. 
Eds. Jon Pierre and Peter B. Guy. London: Edgar Elgar, 183–202. 

Trpin, Gorazd. 2000. “Načelo odprtosti javne uprave.” Javna uprava 36, No. 4, 409–417.
Vass, Laszlo. 2001. “Politicians, bureaucrats and administrative reform in Hungary: Who stops whom?” 

In: Politicians, Bureaucrats and Administrative Reform. Eds. Jon Pierre and Peter B. Guy. London: 
Routledge, 83–92. 

Verheijen, Tony. 2001. Politics-administrative relations: Who rules? Bratislava: NISPAcee Press.
Vertinsky, Ilan. 2009. “Public management in recessions and economic crises. Strategic options and 

political constraints.” Public Money & Management 29, No. 5, 265–267.
Weber, Max. 1918. Parlament und Regierung im neugeordneten Deutschland: zur politischen Kritik des 

Beamtentums und Parteiwesens. München: Duncker & Humblot. 
Weber, Max. 1919. Politik als Beruf, in: Ders.: Gesammelte Politische Schriften. Tübingen: Mohr. 
Wilson, Woodrow. 1887. “The Study of Administration.” Political Science Quarterly 2, No. 2, 197–222.
Zajc, Drago. 1991. “Vloga parlamentarnih delovnih teles v legislativnem procesu. ”. Teorija in praksa 

28, No. 3/4, 362–366. 
Zajc, Drago et al. 1992. Rezultati ankete med poslanci Državnega zbora. Center za politološke raziskave. 

Ljubljana: Fakulteta za družbene vede. 
Zajc, Drago et al. 1994. Rezultati ankete med poslanci Državnega zbora. Center za politološke raziskave. 

Ljubljana: Fakulteta za družbene vede.
Zajc, Drago. 2000. Parlamentarno odločanje: (re)parlamentarizacija v Srednji in Vzhodni Evropi: funk-

cije novih parlamentov. Ljubljana: Fakulteta za družbene vede. 
Zolo, Danilo. 1992. Democracy and complexity: a realist approach. Pennsylvania: University Park.


