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Abstract

Besides the traditional forms of liberalizationpfblic services and authority, public administraticeforms
also involve the privatization of (state) adminddive tasks. In some countries, including Slovepiajate
holders perform public tasks in such a way basetpablic authority”. The main reason for grantinguplic
authority is increased efficiency of administratiasks, which private entities achieve throughrkitieation

of political influence and rationalization of worllowever, due protection of public interest hasbi®
maintained by strategic control of public authorifjhe article addresses by theoretical analysiseatp of
administrative tasks’ privatization based and amely on the example of multiple OECD and the EU
countries, especially Slovenia, in the context @bdygovernance concept in order to offer guidelifas
similar reforms in other countries.
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INTRODUCTION

The reform of public administration — perceived as a social stdmsyhat needs
to constantly adjust to the environment in which (and because of whicpgrates — has
been implemented worldwide as a project or process of modernizatantbse late 1980s,
reaching Slovenia in the mid-1990s and the rest of the post-socwlistries along with
their respective independence processes (Dunn et al. 2006 R0v3). Therefore, each
stage of the reform is characterized by a specific trgr@dmost recent — observed both in
the states members of the Organization for Economic Co-operatwrDavelopment
(hereinafter: OECD) as well as in Slovenia and other countriesing liberalization and
privatization (more in Bouckaert and Pollitt 2004, Goldfinch et al. 2009,zGf}14).
These two terms should not be understood as mere capital privatizatisimple
deregulation of the state’s functions. Quite the opposite, they rapraseomplex
functional and organizational restructuring process aimed atirgeat regulatory and
efficient state. Parallel to the primarily economic understandirthe role of the state and
administration in the society, there are also other, more mgitohnd sociology related
trends, such as the doctrine of good governance (see its fornremenagand in Eastern
Europe in Kova and Gajduschek 2015). It seems, however, that the theory and practice of
good governance only prosper in the countries that have successfullyetmimhe
previous round of privatization.



The article deals with the concept and forms of privatization of q@udrhd,
specifically, authoritative administrative tasks intended to imprapelitical work
efficiency, which is the primary or predominant reason for thasfer of such tasks to
private holders (Bevir 2011, 237). Namely, authoritative and non-authoritatirens
cannot be fully separated, neither organizationally nor functionalyhefunctions of the
state administration at the same time involve the exercis&if powers as well as of non-
authoritative professional activity. But despite such dual charant cannot speak about
two different roles of the administration, but rather about two aspéthe same role. The
non/authoritativeness of an individual body or function can only be adsbased on
predominance. In such regard, the main emphasis is given to theoquskether the
declared objective of the transfer is being pursued, like maahgautonomy and
competence (cf. Pollitt in Ferlie 2007, 377), as well as tdable of ex-postevaluations
regarding the accomplishment of the objective of liberalizatiopotifical influence and
better efficiency.

PRIVATIZATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE TASKS GLOBALLY
General on privatization of administrative tasks

Since the late 1980s, the purpose of any reform of the public seatioiwide —
and particularly in OECD countries — has been liberalizationgtwim the strict sense of
the word means transformation of administrative tasks into open-naathaties, whereas
in the broad sense it is understood as: (normative) deregulation, (jmeddyn
organizational) decentralization and (predominantly economic) privatization.

Similarly, as regards forms of privatization in terms of orgation, property,
substantive law and finance, Schuppert (2000, 354-370) defines ‘public’ much bmsader
any form of cooperation between state and private. Such viewathee confusing, despite
their integration in terms of functionality, i.e. at the level pwers, but connected
nevertheless as given on the basis of the complexity within the pheaorog ‘*hollowing
out the functions of the state’ (e.g. Rus 2001, 25). It does not meamcthausctions are
no longer exercised but rather that they are delegated to othiess pauthereby the state
aims at keeping its administration lean by minimizing th&stas be performed in such
context. The functions and tasks specified by law should in fact préesiden optimal
organizational structure and rational use of public finance. Accoringternational
financial organizations (see particularly the World Bank 2015), onlgettowganizations
which provide public goods and services and contribute to achieving thegoas can act
as public sector organizations, while other tasks should be delegataedi¢s putside the
public sector or at least outside the public administration sheedre able to use public
funds on the market more rationally. This brings value for moneyhwhiachieved either
by suspending certain tasks or activities, by divestiture, bfozration, or by delegation to
other government levels.

However, privatization is also not suitable for all public servikiase some are
exclusive and others are not, and privatization is only possible iir¢hease. Moreover,
some areas have specific burdens, such as a large numberrafdreen social assistance
or undefined service quality in the privatization of health carewa$ as monopoly
(infrastructure), dependence on the economies of scale, accumutHtioregative
externalities, etc. (more Dollery in Goldfinch 2009, 18). Also chargstic is the transition
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from deregulation to privatization, particularly in the former BastEuropean countries
which — (too) eager to make up for the decades-long suppression ofatbeal
development of capitalism — went straight from socialism irgpitalism, whereas the
majority of developed industrial societies opted for post-capialidhus, if administration
is responsible for decision-making and implementation, at leasbtiiteotfunction is not
located therein but is separated and designed as a paralleladnti@strative centre. In
such regard, the efficiency factor of the agencies is evidarg.riay be explained through
the definition of efficiency in the performance of public taskssuch case, efficiency is
perceived as the fulfilment of one or more of the following rexyugnts: lower costs or
higher quality of service, or higher quality of organization assalt of better management
(Goldfinch et al. 2009, 177).

Privatization involves the transfer of functions and parallel regsuoutside the
government sphere, or the use of work procedures based on the mookel bppirivate
parties (see for UK or Denmark in Goldfinch et al. 2009, 141, 287). In sancan
distinguish several groups or forms of privatization, starting va#t privatization which
concerns the manner and the extent of the provision of services wdmkrol is still
exercised by the state/municipality, and similar capitgroperty privatization of the state
or municipal property, followed by privatization of financial resesrénvolving private
financing of public tasks.

More interesting for the topic dealt with herein is the priaion of functions,
particularly the privatization of the provision of public servicethatlocal level whiles the
design of public policies and control, and thus accountability, remaittinwthe
competence of the public sphere. The same applies to the privatiswacesses and
procedures, referring mainly to the enterprization of operationsllyitieere is the formal
or status privatization involving, in addition to the transfer of tasks to the privatee stiteer
takeover of a private form of operation where, however, the influendbeofktate is
preserved (e.g. transformation of a state body or legal emtither public law into a
company where the government exercises founding rights or thpeegbf). Hence, we can
summarize privatization by its forms and impacts as follows:

e economic or traditional privatization, i.e. sale of public resources;

» liberalization or corporatization of individual parts of administratby transfer
thereof into market regulation,

» enterprization of public administration by transfer of managemathods from
private into public sector under the new public management (cf. Ferlie et al. 2007);

» granting of concessions or public authority (cf. Rus 2001, 116).

Thus, in defining privatization, authors modestly differentiate beatwespital
privatization and privatization of public services. Given the actuahdoof privatization
and from a legal perspective, however, mention should also be mddemivatization of
administrative tasks, which needs to be distinguished from the ipatiah of public
services. The forms of ‘real’ privatization of administrattasks (i.e. where the status is
also evident) include three types of privatization. First, capiteatization or deregulation,
with the same impact on the nature of the administrative &esignd, privatization of
public services, mainly by means of concessions or capital invetstmand third,
privatization of administrative (mainly authoritative) tasks by means ofqaibithority.
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A distinction between the latter two is necessary since acgptdi the law in
various countries the task of the state administration is not torpegublic services but
only to provide them. In accordance with the Slovenian constitution, pulthority may
only be granted for the tasks defined as ‘tasks of the state athation’; the performance
of public services is therefore not subject to public authority bberab concessions.
Several differences exist between the privatization of pubficcgs and the privatization
of administrative tasks, the main being that the latter involve$imare restrictiveness of
the state which is reluctant to give up its power, as demonshwtedctical experience in
individual countries albeit public authority and concessions might mledwine when the
concession holder also decides on the rights and duties of the users.

Analysis of administrative tasks’ privatization in selected countries

Privatization in its broadest sense — both in relation to public ssrnand
administrative tasks — is characteristic of all countries ithdlbe last two decades of the
20th century were affected by the wave of the new public managetmgt is more
accentuated in the Anglo-Saxon world. The British privatization caagrabove all the
introduction of concession contracts between the state and privgdeizations, the
development of the internal market, and the individualization of em@oyontracts. It
was based on two approaches. First, at the macro level by déiegula liberalization
(equalizing the market status of public and private organizatiomd)second, at the micro
level by denationalization of state enterprises (British Telecom, GaseR.).

Globalization accelerated the spread of ideas about decenioalizand
privatization, and changed the needs, the expectations, and the influenteeos cf.
Rusch 2013). This is suggested particularly within a notion of distdbymeblic
governance (see OECD 2002, Goldfinch et al. 2009, 224, 263, 280). It needs to be
underlined that the OECD definition of agencies, in addition to argdans outside the
state administration, also comprises government i.e. state bodiesmdst typical and
most often quoted example of government agencies with a certagedafgautonomy yet
still under the authority and administration of the state are titisiBand Dutch executive
agencies. The latter are deemed to be a preliminary stepdtdwa introduction of
competitiveness and thus improvement of quality. In the Netherlands ither range of
agencies the number of which has grown significantly under the protgwivatization
since mid-1990s as a result of the partial independence of parthe ministries,
additionally there are several independent administrative bodies, didaiwvifg either
lower costs or better management. The UK presents various formecehtralization:
executive agencies, non-departmental public bodies, nationalized patgrations, etc.
Since higher productivity was a key indicator, the quality therexs @ften disregarded in
labor intense activities of the public sector, mainly educationhaadth care. Given the
high growth and the resulting lack of control and coordination, the Brigstera is
strongly criticized (OECD 2002, 216). On the contrary, privatizatioBermany seems to
be characterized by corporatism of public institutes (transten budget financing to
market regulation), while in Sweden it is marked by decenatadiz of powers to public
agencies.

In some countries, the term privatization is used to denote variousaapps,
such as the decentralization of social regulation, exclusion of individoas of
administration from the government sector, expansion of the mauuaatien of public
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services, moving financing and control from input to output values, witladraf state
bodies from decision-making on the account of the establishment andppdidit of the
users of public services, etc. But regardless of the differenteede Anglo-Saxon,
German, Francophone, Scandinavian and other countries, the common denominator i
transferring administrative tasks outside the government sectbeichanged role of the
state, moving from interventionism and coercion to service-orientatith emphasis on
efficiency and democratization. The final finding is therefohat tevery country has a
system of its own which cannot be compared to others. Neverthéhesprocesses of
privatization and decentralization spread from public services tohdq(atative)
administrative tasks, while occasionally the (exaggerated) dabeation of the past
decades consolidates in the form of further centralization.

The EU law, on the other hand, only regulates the delegation of poevérs
institutions rather than the Member States. According to Har{g9p3, 118-124),
delegation of powers takes place at various levels, depending on thes pavblved,
whereby privatization of administrative tasks only means the delagaf powers from the
Commission to outside bodies. In the event of delegation to outside duutieshe powers
and the procedural rules must be highly specified in order to avoid. &bussidering their
powers, these bodies mainly perform technical and consulting tabks taén regulatory
or executive tasks, playing their role particularly by mearfsvahcial measures (Schwarze
1992, 1208). It is also possible to delegate regulatory functions, iaelofat regulations,
but only in specific cases and not in general. The leadingarasielegation of powers to
outside bodies is still Meroni vs. Commission (Case 9-10/56). The Qulimg paid
particular attention to the most basic question — does the Commissienany right to
delegate at all since the powers have been granted to it bassmhfidence. The Court
ruled that the possibility of delegation is very limited and hasdet the following criteria:
(1) clearly defined executive powers, and (2) the exercise ofrppwaist be subject to
strict rules based on objective criteria.

The international comparison of selected countries and the EU isliaahigh
degree of relatedness among the reasons for delegating taskle thitsgovernment sector
or state administration. The most frequent reason is the improverhefticiency and
effectiveness of operations, including specialization of functions atiditi@s which
allows better focus on clients’ needs. Another factor decisivelyribating to better
expertise is the independence of the government and of the rulitiggbalption, reflected
in the professional autonomy of independent decision-making, finant@iany, etc. On
the other hand, it is not recommended to establish agencies & r@guiring a high
degree of interdepartmental or inter-institutional coordination. Thezealso so called
hidden reasons, such as offering positions for retired politicians,bfeossifting public
funds through parallel channels, avoiding strict rules of public law,Setc is there any
such thing as harmonized privatization of the European administratireranent? Based
on the examined data, such argument cannot be uncritically advocatedover,
particularly in the countries where decentralization and privaiizare most evident (UK,
Sweden, Netherlands) after several decades of development afi¢heies there is an
explicit trend of centralization or increased coordination and estatént of political
accountability.
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Administrative tasks’ privatization in Slovenia

In the legal system of Slovenia, public authority is mainly anrungent of
administrative deconcentration whereby the state — pursuant toleAd21 of the
Constitution and a special law — vests certain duties of theastatmistration in a diverse
group of parties, broadly classified into public law bodies, privatenzgtions, and
individuals. The Constitution readsSelf-governing communities, enterprises, other
organizations and individuals may be vested by law with public authority forper
certain duties of the state administratioAccording to the Constitution, public authority
may only be granted by law, meaning that the administration doedetegate tasks by
itself but such are delegated by the National Assembly. In tefrtiseir status, these are
public law organizations as well as ever more frequently privaganizations and
individuals engaged in heterogeneous fields of work (e.g. land susyeyocal
development agencies or social work centers, the national Pension abditisisurance
Institute, authorized vehicle inspection offices, public agenciestHer regulation of
securities or energy markets, notaries, ski run inspectors, privateg schools and
security services, the Red Cross, the Chamber of Commerce andyinthus Medical
Chamber, student organizations, etc., more in K@@96).

Slovenia thus pursues various objectives, among which better efficiancy
performing administrative tasks, fulfilment of the need for -seffulation and/or the
necessity to isolate the performance of tasks from day-tgpdhtycs (see Kova 2013).
Public authority in Slovenia always means that the tasks of #te atiministration are
delegated to organizations and individuals outside the organizatiometustr of the state
administration, which is only possible if the relevant law providesuch possibility and
determines the status form of the delegated party (either #ispgmdlic law body or
several possible private parties). Owing to public interest, pubiibodaty cannot be
granted to everyone and in every case, but is ‘entrusted’ or ‘cedfeilherefore, the
reason for conferring public authority must be grounded and legitiraatejs formally
expressed in the constitutional requirement whereby the tasks sfattgeadministration
may only be delegated on the basis of law. Since the statmdragpoly over executing
authority, authoritative tasks may be entrusted by means of publoriytonly when
absolutely necessary, either on grounds of independence or of theonsetf-fegulation
by establishing a public law body to exercise such tasks gntmefor implementing the
basic tasks of the authorized party. In the latter case, therdative task subject to public
authority must be so close to the basic function of the bearpuldic authority that it
cannot be exercised without public authority. This is the principleoohectedness of
public authority. In case of non-authoritative tasks, such close cammegttheoretically
not necessary — the usual and at the same time indispensaiialeafor the delegation of
tasks is that the delegated organization performs them mariertty or economically for
both the administration as a whole as well as for the users of public services.

A constitutive mark of public authority in the sense of privatization of
administrative tasks is the delegation of authoritative tasks it@at@rorganizations or
individuals, normally for several years following a selection @doce and with a
subsequently defined contractual relation (similarly as in tlse @d concessions, this
involves a mixed public and private law relation between the atatehe bearer of public
authority). The delegation of tasks of the state administratigidmin case of broader
privatization (1) general legal acts whereby the bearer of @uhithority defines the
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relations to the parties are issued less frequently anan@®} often, authoritative and
unilateral decisions based on the law are taken in individual cases aghdeistrative
procedure concerning the rights and duties of individuals (cf. G0lt24). Yet the relation
to the clients should be ensured primarily by the relevant messfcf. Beviret al. 2011,
245, 265, 339), in the most extreme case by delegating tasks back to the state.

Despite the fact that it is regulated by law, public authasitgharacterized by a
dynamic dimension which defines it a social phenomenon. Public autheoiiyed in the
Slovenian social context from the Yugoslav tradition of self-govgrrantivity to the
contemporary definition of public authority as an instrument of modsorm of public
administration, with the purpose — as mentioned above — of reducing pudridiisg as a
share of GDP or ensuring better access of the parties. Thd-solttical aspect is of
course present already at the time of granting public authoaikyng into account the
priorities of the ruling coalition (such as rationalization, politreutrality, reducing public
administration, specialization of functions, better expertise ofemehtation, etc.). Such
aspect is topical from the moment the law granting public authsrigfawn up at the
ministry to its passing into legislative procedure in parliamatticularly over the last
three decades, the number of areas concerned and of individual begneloicobuthority
has been rising both in Slovenia and in the EU and abroad, mainly towgrgater extent
and complexity of tasks of the state administration (Craig 2005, 2%, & al. 2011, 237,
330). Under the influence of the EU deregulation and liberalizatends, privatization
expanded to several new areas (e.g. utility services) yegirabout also possibilities of
abuse and withdrawal of authority (more in K& w06, 329, example of private security
services). In fact, by delegating administrative tasks to noe-btadies, the state cannot
give up its accountability for carrying out the delegated duties.state or, more precisely,
the ministries must still monitor the state of affairs ia #reas they cover. The main two
phases of the administrative process which ministries must oatrin relation to the
bearers of public authority are the above mentioned policy-makitigein scope of work
and the monitoring and control of implementation of individual policies. Efetions
between the state and its government and the bearers of public tsutireri thus
stigmatized both politically and professionally.

DRIVING FORCES, CONCERNS AND EVALUATION GROUNDS FOR THE
ADMINISTRATIVE TASKS’ PRIVATIZATION WORLDWIDE

The objective of the privatization of public tasks, i.e. both public sesvand
administrative tasks, is not the restructuring of public and praettors as such, but above
all efficient spending, better use of existing and potential ressumore freedom and
variety of choice for the clients, and greater independence aidhadual from the state,
which all come with market regulation (Talbot in Ferlie 2007, 491). Neekess, the
proclaimed objectives often remain unfulfilled since privatizatiao allows abuse — from
technocracy to corruption, monopoly, discrimination, etc.

Furthermore, any form of privatization can jeopardize publicestgsee Osborne
and Plastrik 2000, 9698, Deleon in Ferlie 2007, 103). General or sociaktintezans
meeting the needs of the society which are identified as indivighegls of any member of
the society and which the majority considers to be most ratiopedlyided by the state.
Yet only the general interest that is legalized based on aatatit procedure can be
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considered public interest. The protection of public interest normadlyapgs over the
protection of private interests, and the right of the individual i®geieed based on
submission to public interest despite not clearly defined publicgestten each case
separately, but provided by an administrative act to be subject tagjuchntrol (Schwarze
1992, 1464). Given their nature, state bodies are bound by interests and stdmbridina
certain public interests, which should also be characteristic of @aiforming public
tasks. Therefore, rather than the mere economic goals of privatiziatithe efforts toward
greater efficiency and effectiveness increasing emplaxgisattention is given to non-
economic goals, such as democratization, legal certainty, equalityodidarity (see Rusch
2013, Kov& and Gajduschek 2015, 12). Likewise, it would be wrong if certain government
representatives used privatization to avoid the rules of public lapuiaue illegitimate
goals, such as avoiding coordination with the trade unions (cf. Cohdairancke in Bevir
2011, 239). In such context, the state and the society are not respoosdimihate
conflicts a priori, but rather to systematically, intensively and overall provideshoch a
procedural confrontation of possible and necessary collisions oéstgeas to minimize
social conflicts. Decision-making in administrative matters tmpies not only gathering
information and issuing decisions, but primarily involves value-basek (@brMagiera et
al. 2008). The state is still left with accountability as vaslwith the actual implementation
of the steering or strategic function — which it cannot delegatprivatize. Therefore,
despite privatization (delegation from public to private parties),iradirative tasks must
be performed in public interest, which should be ensured mainly by means of:

e a procedure for granting public authority with access to a largeber of
candidates and selection of the best candidate based on the objaciives
criteria of delegation of administrative tasks;

« standards for the exercise of public authority in relation to the parties;

» control of line ministries and possible withdraw of public authoritpy#
2006).

To conclude, an overview of privatization worldwide shows that i{sacts are
less clear than the very ideology of privatization presentigye property as the only
efficient form (cf. Cohen and Eimicke in Bevir 2011, 240). Studieeakthat even in the
USA with a long tradition of enterprization the provision of publiwvises only within the
public sector is about 35-95% more expensive than the provision of sebased on
contracts, not because of the incapacity of the public sectthreotype of property, but
because of its monopolistic self-sufficiency in the absenceowipetition (Osborne and
Gaebler 1994, 81-84). Here, it is important to distinguish whether igatiah affects a
segment with an increasing market or a segment with a daweaarket — in the first
case, there is more hope for a successful privatization than idattiee. Thus, the
administrative process is gaining legitimacy, since polaied administrative expertise as
well as democracy with a participative strategic componerfiersense of contemporary
theories of participative governance (cf. Deleon in Ferlie 2007, 11QjeHaigd Schuppert
in Bevir 2011, 286, 330).

However, efficiency was first assessed only from the viewpointhe state
(regulator) while today — with the expansion of the circle gitiimate interests — efficiency
Is assessed also from the viewpoint of the regulated (citizehsther persons). The main
problem — the extent of which is hard or impossible to asses — evaéhgation of costs or
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burdens deriving from the need for better coordination of the enstersyas noted by the
very British experiences (Pollitt 2004). In such context, we spedkadé-off between
authoritative efficiency and fair results; (cf. Craig 2005, 271). dleeno simple answer to
whether priority should be given to the efficiency of powers dhefentire system, but the
above problem and the extent thereof certainly need to be considéhedgr anteandex
pos) evaluation of efficiency of delegating tasks outside the adtration. Relevant in
such respect is the degree of connectedness between public aathdriye organization’s
main activity, as well as the degree of autonomy of public aityt®ince greater autonomy
implies better efficiency of implementation and of the admirtisgasystem as such, as
well as the promotion of the bearer’s central activity. Furtheemoomparative analyses
must be considered since it is very likely that a certagk will be implemented more
efficiently — individually or as the system as a whole — if evigethereof can be found in
another country.

CONCLUSION

In classic theory, privatization of administrative tasks immi@g to economic
efficiency rather than political liberalization. As indicatgabve, such concept is nowadays
considered too narrow since there are also other reasons for iconfaublic authority
besides the efficient implementation of administrative tasks, asithe need for political
independence and greater focus on the users of public services. Thusirthgoal of
privatization is not (or should not be) the enterprization of public adtration but greater
quality of service achieved through professionalization and usecipation. An overview
of the functional and organizational structure of public administrati@elgcted countries
indicates a trend of privatization as well as a parallehdr of decentralization and
centralization, depending on the nature of the tasks and particulaehaiion to the users.
Delegation of tasks should not be regarded as fashion suggestedhdrg, athe
administration’s dependence on external parties (monopolies) and tfewouwlf
knowledge and expertise need to be prevented, professionalization shou&hddb
commercialization, financial impacts of delegation should be askepsarantees for user
access and the assumption of responsibility of providers upon delegaboid e
determined. Instead of enterprization and decentralization onlytex Betution seems to
be a contract-based and responsible privatization. In addition, ainpprtant lesson
learned from past experience is that privatization should not ddfstieduce the already
achieved socialization and principle of equal access to administrativeeservic

17



REFERENCES

1. Bevir, Mark (ed.). 2011The Sage Book of Governantes Angeles, London, New
Delhi, Singapore, Washington DC: Sage.

2. Bouckaert, Geert, and Christopher Pollitt. 20Rdblic Management Reform: A
Comparative AnalysigOxford: Oxford University Press.

3. Craig, Paul. 2005. “Administrative Law in the Anglo-American Tradition”. In
Handbook of Public Administratioedited by Guy Petersand Jon Pierre, 269-278.
London, Thousand Oaks, New Delhi: Sage.

4. Dunn, William N., Katarina Staronova and Sergei Pushkarev (eds.). 2006.
Implementation: The Missing Link in Public Administration Reform in Central and
Eastern EuropeBratislava: NISPAcee.

5. Ferlie, Ewan, Laurence E. Jr.Lynn and Christopher Pollitt (eds.). Z0@7Oxford
Handbook of Public Manageme@xford: Oxford University Press.

6. Goldfinch, Shaun F., and Joe L. Wallis (eds.). 200@rnational Handbook of
Public Management Reforr@heltenham, Northampton: Edward Elgar.

7. Goltz, Jeff W. 2014.“A contemporary public affairs approach to changing and
improving police services in Puerto Rico: the administration, organisation, and
community triumvirate’International Journal of Public Poligyl0 (4-5): 257-278.

8. Hartley, Trevor C. 2003The Foundations of European Community |.&xford:
Oxford University Press.

9. Hodge, Graeme. 1996. “Increasing Government Efficiency by Contracting Out
Functions: An International Review of Performance Evidence”. Paper preésgnte
the ASEAN-EC Management Centre seminar “The Role of Public Admingstrati
in Promoting Private Sector Growth”, Indonesia, Yogyakarta.

10.Kovag, Polonca. 200&ravni in socioloSki vidiki javnih pooblastil [Legal and
Sociological Aspects of Delegated Public Powekg)bljana: Fakulteta za upravo
[Faculty of Administration].

11.Kovae, Polonca. 2013. “Slovene administrative reforms: at the cross-section of
post-socialism, legalism and good administrationTthe past, present and the
future of public administration in Central and Eastern Eurogdited by Mirko
Vintar et al., 152—177. Bratislava: NISPAcee.

12.Kovag, Polonca, and Gyorgy Gajduschek (eds.). 2D@Btemporary Governance
Models and Practices in Central and Eastern Eurdpratislava: NISPAcee.

13.Magiera, Siegfried, Karl-Peter Sommermann and Jacques Ziller. 2008.
Verwaltungswissenschaft und Verwaltungspraxis in nationaler und transnationaler
PerspektiveBerlin: Duncker & Humblot.

14.OECD. 2002Distributed Public Governance — Agencies, Authorities and Other
Government Bodie$aris: OECD.

15.0sborne, David, and Ted Gaebler. 19Rdinventing Government: How the
Entrepreneurial Spirit is Transforming the Public Sectadison-Wesley
Publishing Company Inc.

16.0sborne, David, and Peter Plastrik. 20D0e Reinventor's Fieldbook: Tools for
Transforming Your Governmergan Francisco: Jossey-Bass, A Viley Company.

17.Pollitt, Christopher, and Colin Talbot (eds.). 200ébundled Government, A
critical analysis of the global trend to agencies, quangos and contractualisation.
London and New York: Routledge.

18



Journal of Liberty and International Affairs| Vol. 1, No. 3, 2016 UDC 327 | elISSN 1857-9760
Published online by the Institute for Research Bacopean Studies — Bitola at www.e-jlia.com

18.Rus, Veljko. 2001Podjetizacija in socializacija drzave [Enterprization and
Socialization of the Stateljubljana: Fakulteta za druzbene vede [Faculty of Social
Sciences].

19.Rusch,Wolfgang. 2013. “Citizens first. Modernisation of the system of
administrative procedures in South-Eastern Europe”. Paper presentetP&Ahe
RC 32 Conference, Europeanization of Public Administration and Policy: Sharing
values, norms and practiceSroatia, Dubrovnik, April 4—7.

20. Schuppert,Gunnar Folke. 200@rwaltungswissenschataden-Baden: Nomos.

21.Schwarze, Jurgen. 1992uropean Administrative Lawondon: Sweet and
Maxwell.

22.World Bank. 2015. “Governance”, http://www.worldbank.org/en/topic/governance.

19



