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IV. Working Group on PA Reform
The paper compares and contrasts two key public administration modernisation reforms in the modern history of the Slovak Republic: decentralisation and modernisation efforts of the early 2000s and the very recent and still ongoing “ESO” reform that commenced only in mid-2012. The focus is on the current reform which, if successful, will be arguably the most important public administration reform in the Slovak modern history. Authors examine the two reforms in terms of their stages, specifics, challenges, and known or expected outputs and outcomes. The paper shows which legislative and administrative tools have been implemented and how they affected the current state of public administration in terms of its modernisation. The authors conducted primary and secondary research which draws from various data, including interviews with the former and the current architect of the public administration reform. 
The interview with Mr Adrián Jenčo, the General Director of the Public Administration Section of the Ministry of Interior (2013) and one of the key people in charge of the current public administration reform, revealed a number of previously unknown information and government plans. Despite being granted this interview opportunity, information provided and used in this text should be treated by readers with caution and rather as a proposed government policy plan. Because of a lack of any other relevant and detailed primary or secondary sources, the effort of researchers should be seen as endeavour to share previously unpublicised government plans and the first attempt analyse, compare and contrast the ongoing reform with the previous major reform efforts.
1. Public Administration Reform Process 

The time between the fall of Communism and the end of the 1990s in Slovakia and other Eastern and Central European countries is often described as a period of missed opportunities (Nižňanský 2002; Verheijen 2003). The early 1990s have been a suitable era for not only democratic transformation and economic transition but also public-administration reform. However, most of the countries in the region, including Slovakia, failed to “catch up” with the West during this period. Slovakia nevertheless managed to pass key administrative reform measures – especially in terms of decentralisation and deconcentration in the early 1990s (Tables 1 and 2). 

Table 1: Timeline of Slovakia’s key public-administration developments

	Year
	Process
	Events & measures

	1989
	
	Fall of communist regime in Czechoslovakia


	1990–1998
	Decentralisation & deconcentration
	Creation of municipal self-governments
, dissolution of Czechoslovakia and creation of Slovakia (1993). Territorial change and reconstruction of state administration (1996). Creation of new districts [okres] (79 in total) and regions [kraj] (8) with own district and regional offices representing and carrying out tasks by civil servants on behalf of the central government
.

	1998–2004
	Decentralisation & Modernisation

	New public-administration reform strategy, creation of 8 regional self-governments (i.e. higher territorial units). Creation of the Civil Service Office and Ethical Code of Conduct for civil servants
. Public Service Act
 passed and first regional elections held.

	2004
	
	EU accession

	2005–2012
	Politicisation 
	Civil Service Office abolished, and its roles were moved to ministerial service offices (return to resortism). Abolition of Regional Offices and fiscal decentralisation to regional and municipal self-governments. New Civil Service Act
 removed all remaining civil-service neutrality safeguards.

	2012–
	Modernisation II
	New one party government elected – public administration reform​ ESO commenced
. Plans announced to reduce the number of local state-administration offices from 613 to 79 until 2016. Regional Offices of Specialised State Administration abolished on 1 January 2013.


Source: authors.

Table 2: System of public administration in Slovakia

	Public administration

	
	
	

	State administration 
	
	Self-government

	Central state administration

(i.e. ministries, Government Office, central-government agencies)
	Regional state administration
 (i.e. Regional Offices, Regional Offices of Specialised State Administration)
	Local state administration

(i.e. Area Offices)
	
	Regional self-government

(8 higher territorial units or župy)
	Municipal self-government

(2890 municipalities)


Source: authors, Malíková and Vávrová 2011.

However, regarding modernisation and civil-service neutrality, the Slovak public administration still had a long way to go. The general election in 1998, which saw an unprecedented level of public mobilisation against the Meciar regime, also brought in a new grand-coalition government with plans to continue with the public-administration reform – both in terms of further decentralisation and modernisation.

Since local decentralisation had already been more or less completed, the first key public-administration reform goal of the 1998 coalition government was the creation of a new, regional and self-government tier of government. The so-called higher territorial units (župy) came into existence in 2001
, and first regional elections were held in the same year. The Slovak case study illustrates how the lack of administrative and political culture can easily lead to a public-administration reform acting as a double-edged sword – both in terms of decentralisation and modernisation. Ever since the year 1990 Slovak municipalities, even compared to municipal governments of other Central and Eastern European countries, have enjoyed a considerable level of local and regional decentralisation – both for the good and for the bad. The paper covers this process and points out some of the drawbacks and lessons learned from the Slovak public administration reform in terms of its decentralisation.

Furthermore, decentralisation efforts were supplemented with modernisation, which meant an increasing emphasis on management, control and education.
 The new legislation offered the means to public-administration modernisation. For instance, the Civil Service Act
 introduced various innovative measures which were meant to form and uphold modern, flexible, politically neutral and high-performance civil service – just as the EU accession criteria specified and requested. Among various other measures it is worth mentioning the creation of the Civil Service Office and the introduction of the Civil Servants Code of Ethics. However, soon after Slovakia joined the EU, the Act was severely and gradually weakened until its current form which lacks sufficient political-neutrality safeguards and allows government ministers and other political appointees to hire and fire civil servants as they wish
. 

The key factor which influenced Slovakia’s public-administration reform process – both decentralisation and modernisation, was the accession to the EU (Košťál et al. 2012). Prior to the 2004 accession, Slovakia was required to meet numerous strict criteria – which it did more or less successfully. Since EU membership was among the top priorities for all parliamentary parties, EU conditionality also led to an unprecedented cross-party consensus on the issue of regional decentralisation and public-administration modernisation. 

The paper will now discuss and provide a narrative of the latest public administration reform, officially named as the “ESO reform”, which commenced in 2012. The authors will also analyse some key similarities and differences between the current and the last key public administration reform of the early 2000s. The paper will particularly point out methods, challenges, results and outcomes, and some lessons learned from the specific reform efforts. The authors approached Viktor Nižňanský, the architect of the previous key public administration reform; and Adrián Jenčo, the General Director of the Public Administration Section at Ministry of Interior, one of the key people behind and in charge of the current reform. In March 2013, they both provided the authors extensive interviews which have brought some new insights into the respective reforms and which reveal previously unpublished information and government plans. 

2 .The “ESO” Reform

In March 2012, Slovakia saw an unprecedented election result with the Smer-SD party winning enough votes and seats that it formed the government unilaterally and is 7 seats short of a constitutional majority.
 The historically first Slovak democratic one-party government since 1989 announced a new wave of public-administration reform, dubbed “ESO” (Efficient, Reliable, Open).
 However, despite having a clear parliamentary majority and a decisive and functioning central government, depoliticisation is very unlikely. The official government programme makes no mention of changes in politico-administrative relations (Programové vyhlásenie … 2012). Instead, the social democratic government is promising a new radical wave of public-administration reform in terms of modernisation and increasing effectiveness and efficiency, and though not mentioning it by name – very much in the New Public Management fashion.
 

2.1 State Administration Shake-Up

Perhaps one of the clearest government reform goals is to decrease the number of most state-administration offices from 613 to 72. The government promised and has already delivered dissolution of 64 regional offices of specialised state administration.
 It also plans to reorganise, merge and bring most remaining local state-administration offices “under one roof”. They are now based in different buildings and towns throughout Slovakia, and the plan is to have only 72 Area Offices left which would represent the 79 existing Slovak districts (Bratislava and Košice having only one Area Office each), ideally based in as few buildings as possible and with easy electronic contact and access points. The Minister of Interior, who is responsible for the ongoing reform, argues it will make public services and state-administration staff costs cheaper, more efficient and accessible (RTVS 2012a). The reform programme and government representatives also emphasise in a rather PR-exercise way values such as transparency, quality, client approach, accountability, citizen involvement in decision-making and a “system of strategic planning and management” in civil service (Programové vyhlásenie … 2012; 33). If the reform is fulfilled as planned, it will arguably deliver a significant public-administration reform, primarily in terms of its modernisation but also in terms of a considerable drop in central government spending. It should also bring a major enhancement to the quality of public services provided.
However, critics point out that the proposals that have been put forward so far lack goals in terms of depoliticisation and/or further decentralisation but instead bring only structural changes to the bureaucratic system and an “illusion” of a reform in terms of resources saved (e.g. Hospodarske noviny 2012; RTVS 2012b). If successful, the reform will merely bring a decrease in the number of state-administration offices present in municipalities and regions but not of their officials and staff (RTVS 2012b). The amount of public resources to be saved is also put into question. The government announced that thanks to the reform it will save up to 400 million EUR until 2015 and 700 million EUR until the end of 2016 – this would account for 1% of GDP of Slovakia (Sakova 2012, Jenčo 2013). However, the critics argue that if any resources are cut, this will be due to overall cuts in government spending, not because of the benefits of the reform per se (RTVS 2012b). So far, considering the sheer scale of the reform, proposed structural changes and the amount of resources to be saved; the government has produced only very few and limited reform proposals, which lack any reform analysis.
 In terms of politico-administrative relations, the ongoing reform is very unlikely to change the status quo, too. The reform stages which include the abolition and integration of regional offices of specialised state administration (until end of 2013) and the optimisation of central and overall state administration (beginning of 2013 and 2014) can be seen in Table 3 below.

Table 3: The “ESO” public-administration reform stages



Source: Sakova 2012.

2.2 The Master Plan
Despite being publicly viewed as a project of the current government, the ESO reform was not an idea of the current government but had been initiated by the Radičová’s administration (Jenčo 2013). But the name “ESO” was created during the current government. Various analyses have been carried out since 2012, some had been initiated and already started during the previous government. The current reform team also made quite an unusual decision to retain all staff who had worked on the project under the previous government. Without any major changes or alterations, the current government was able to devise, finalise, launch and promote own reform “master plan”.
The reform plan comes with a number of general and “common sense” principles (Jenčo 2013):

1. Each year the government spends 40 million EUR on rent. The government should not to pay rent for offices of state administration. 
2. A citizen does not know which office is meant for what. The government should be closer to the people and the intention is to simplify the process and make it more customer-friendly. 
3. The key goal of the reform is not to sack people but to save money. Hence, the government has not so far announced any planned redundancies but instead focuses on the money saved.

4. Any government-made reform analysis is their “know-how”. Instead of revealing detailed government plans and analyses, the government will each year announce how much money has been and will be saved through the reform. 
5. State administration and self-government could work much more economically and efficiently. The government plans to offer outsourced state services for local self-governments,
 and also has plans for further self-government reform. 
6. The current state administration system is too fragmented and complicated. The government instead plans to copy the already existent territorial divisions - 79 districts of Slovakia and will create corresponding 72 “one stop shop” offices. Bratislava and Košice has more disctricts but will only have one such office each.
 
7. If the public sector is not working, take inspiration from the private sector. The government plans to introduce front office and back office, clearly taking inspiration from the private sector. Each district will have its own “one stop shop” called the Contact Administrative Citizen Point  (i.e. KAMO
) with a number of extra Integrated Service Points (i.e. IOM
) located for instance at village and town halls, post offices, etc. This should also function as an anti-corruption tool. KAMO will limit corruption because the client will not get into direct or any contact with the staff making a decision, but only front desk staff who has no authority to make a decision. Other proposed changes and private-sector-inspired plans will include introduction of performance management into the system of state administration which will also increase audit and control.
 This will also include performance measurement and a system of staff motivation through the amendment of the Civil Service Act. 
In September 2012, the Ministry of Interior was required to finalise the ESO reform plan. The strategic document which has not been so far made publicly available and which further elaborates the reform details mentioned in this paper is called “Elaboration and Completion of the ESO Reform”
 and. As of January 1, 2013 the government has synchronised state administration and support services have been fully launched. On October 1, 2013 there will be more competences moved and this will affect 4 thousand state administration office staff. 40 other government agencies will merge with local state administration. Legislation which will cover this is as of April 2013 already in the parliamentary legislative process.
 
2.3 Beyond ESO 

The unpublished action plan includes reform phases until the year 2020, hence it is unlikely that integration of state administration offices will be the end of the reform. According to Jenčo, there are more teams working also on other government goals (2013). However, because the current government does not intend to ever publish the concrete action plan, the reform arguably has a key limitation – lack of verifiable data.
There is also an ongoing audit which commenced in January 2013 and which looks at the efficiency and effectiveness of used resources and government decentralisation – especially in terms of decentralised powers granted to local and regional self-governments. In Jenčo’s words, the audit’s aim is to: 
Thoroughly review the state of performance and competencies undertaken by bodies of self-government at both levels (municipalities, regions); also to review the state of their funding in order to achieve high quality, cost-effective and efficient execution of these competencies. The audit will analyse both the transferred powers and the original self-government competences. The audit is currently [March 2013] being carried out by all ministries and other central government agencies. The role of the Ministry of Interior in cooperation with the Ministry of Finance is to prepare a summary report on the results of the audit together with a draft of proposed measures. Deadline is set to 1 October 2013.

(Jenčo 2013)

The government will analyse the situation from a pre-2005, post-2005 and post-2011 perspective. This data will be provided and analysed by individual ministries, together with an internationally renowned external audit company. One of the key tasks is to get rid of duplicity, for example in terms of school offices. Then, using this gathered information and also information from municipalities, the Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Interior and the external audit company will do an analysis and prepare recommendations. Based on this audit the government wants to find out which decentralised or devolved powers are useful and which would better be returned to the central state administration. Also, having such information, the government will have necessary data which would help analyse the potential merger of municipalities. 
Critics argue that the ESO reform is too narrow and lacks a more complex approach – especially misses the opportunity to improve running of local and regional self-governments. However, Jenčo argues that the government limited the reform to state administration only, partly because the central government does not have any measures to influence local self-governments (Jenčo 2013).
 Instead, the government plans to set an example itself through its state administration offices and wishes to inspire self-governments too. According to Jenčo, the government identified further 300 million EUR in the local self-governments in terms of their potential cost saving cuts. Hence, not only (re)centralisation but also a major territorial reform is likely before 2020.
3. The Reforms Compared

Seemingly different, the paper will now attempt to more closely compare and contrast the two key public administration reforms, the decentralisation and modernisation reform of early 2000s; and the current ESO reform. The authors selected 6 key points which will be discussed in further detail: scope of the reforms, reform staff, political support behind the reforms, role of EU conditionality, communication strategy, and reform outcomes.

3.1 Scope

In terms of scope, the reforms are at first glance very different. The two pillars of the first reform were decentralisation and civil service modernisation, whereas the ESO reform’s so far publicly announced targets are to 
 through reorganisation of the system of local and regional state administration and Jenčo (2013) also emphasises improvement in citizen access to government services and its simplification. However, according to the interview conducted, the current government wants to continue and go beyond the ESO reform and already has plans also in terms of (re)centralisation, major territorial reform, and last but not least civil service staff motivation (ibid). Hence, although being so far viewed as being rather narrow and local state administration-focused, the ESO reform has a much far reaching plans. If successfully and fully delivered, it will likely outreach the previous reform also in terms of scope.
3.2 Staff

One of the key differences between the two reforms is in the people who have been in charge. Viktor Nižňanský used to work in the third sector organisation MESA 10 and later became a politician in order to deliver the public sector reform that he had previously worked on. He argues that had it not been for him becoming an active politician, the reform would have been much harder, if not even impossible, to deliver (Nižňanský 2013).

This is in clear contrast to the current reform. Adrián Jenčo used to work in a private multinational company as an IT and customer support expert and had no previous working experience in the public sector or politics (Jenčo 2013). Similarly, Denisa Saková, the Ministry of Interior’s Chief of Staff  (MINV SR 2013c) who is also in the core reform team and is Jenčo’s direct superior, used to work for the same multinational company and also as a senior consultant at one of the major multinational consulting companies. Between 2007 and 2010 she worked

as a general director of the IT, Telecommunications and Security Section of the Ministry of Interior. The core reform working team includes between 5 to 10 people, but in total from 50 to 100 people have worked on the ESO reform agenda. As a result of key staff having extensive managerial and private sector experience, and reform plans confirm it, the reform team takes inspiration from the private sector – both in terms of managerial style and reform content (Jenčo 2013).
By contrast, Nižňanský worked closely with his former third sector colleagues and created his own new team at the Government Office. This was necessary because of the arguably strong politicisation of government staff during the previous Mečiar’s government (Nižňanský 2013). On the other hand, the current government let the whole ESO team stay despite the change of the government and only the top management team is new (Jenčo 2013). This is clearly not in line with the more than 20-year practice of government staff shake-ups following each general election (e.g. Beblavý and Beblavá eds 2011). One could argue that this decision also illustrates the new managerial style – i.e. ignoring political background but instead focusing on staff merit.
In terms of international staff support, which was available due to various inter-governmental grants and support schemes at the time, Nižňanský (2013) nevertheless chose to do the reform more or less “in-house” as he believed there were enough experts in Slovakia – both in the government and in the third sector. The current reform team is similarly made up of home experts only. However, the current government unlike the former one did neither approach nor consult any third sector or academic experts. By contrast, it has “headhunted” some high calibre private sector managers, including Mr Jenčo and Mrs Saková and put them in charge of the reform. What is more, the current reform team is taking inspiration from international experience too. The team works with the OECD on a project directly related to the public administration reform (Jenčo 2013). OECD will not only comment on the reform but will also make suggestions which might be used during the implementation process.  
3.3 Political support

In order to successfully pass any public administration reform, political support is necessary. In terms of party politics and in Central and Eastern Europe domain, this has until very recently
 meant mostly the support from a coalition government and its members of parliament for the respective public administration reform legislation. The general election of 1998 brought in a plethora of political parties which had united against the then Mečiar’s government and formed a grand coalition government which included 4 main coalition parties which themselves consisted of more than 10 political parties in total. In such a complex political situation a major public administration reform seems all but straightforward. Nižňanský (2013) argues that if it had not been for him becoming a member of the ruling government party of the day and later the Government Plenipotentiary for the Public Administration Reform, the reform would not have been passed as planned. Because of his political position and government status, he was able to influence and persuade the parties and their MPs to vote for crucial pieces of reform legislation. Nižňanský adds that despite having a multi-party government, the ruling parties were able to agree on crucial issues, especially in terms of the EU membership efforts. Hence, if necessary, he made use of leverage from the conditionality of EU membership (ibid). Nevertheless, he did not always succeed and a number of public administration reform acts were either not passed, or were passed but not in line with the original government intent (ibid). However, the former reform plans had the support of the public and especially of the self-governing municipalities and its representative organisations, such as the influential municipal lobby/interest group ZMOS
. Naturally, they had supported the reform because it was going to grant them much more power and also more financial resources. Last but not least, Nižňanský also stressed the importance of a working “reform triangle” (Figure 1). The triangle consisted of three key people and their respective government offices which were behind the public administration reform. Interestingly, all three of them, Prime Minister (Mr Mikuláš Dzurinda), Minister of Finance (Mr Ivan Mikloš) 
, and Government Plenipotentiary for Public Administration Reform (Mr Viktor Nižňanský), had previously worked closely together in the MESA 10
 NGO.
Figure 1: The public administration reform triangle
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Source: authors, inspired by Nižňaský 2013.

The situation today is very different. Fico’s government has a clear parliamentary one-party majority. So far all government legislation was passed with ease, including the abolition of regional offices of specialised state administration in 2012. Because of no other government coalition parties, there has been arguably less need to create such a cross-governmental triangle as before. Jenčo argues that the reform at such a scale would be impossible, if it was not for the one-party government (2013). The reform is predominantly operated and run from the Ministry of Interior, with some consultation from the Ministry of Finance and relevant other ministries if necessary. The core ESO reform team is based at the Ministry of Interior and includes the Minister of Interior (Mr Robert Kaliňák), the Ministry’s Chief of Staff (Mrs Denisa Saková), the Ministry’ Public Administration Section General Director (Mr Adrián Jenčo) (Jenčo 2013). Hence, any major disapproval from within the government is unlikely. State administration staff has also so far refrained from any protests or open and organised disapproval. If the reform goes further as planned and even goes beyond the publicised plan, sooner or later the local self-governments will react. Having their independent status, they are likely to voice their concerns, especially in terms of some decentralised or devolved powers being taken back from them by the central government. In case any territorial and municipal boundary changes occur, one may expect a major opposition of the municipalities due to their general reluctance to merge together.
3.4 EU conditionality

EU conditionality played a crucial role in the former public administration reform but arguably and to a different extent in the current reform too. Nižňanský admits that if it had not been for Brussels pushing for regional and further local decentralisation, the decentralisation reform would have been implausible (2013). Furthermore, Ľubomír Plai, the only Civil Service Office Chairman before the Office got abolished, argues that the EU conditionality also played a fundamental role in the modernisation and depoliticisation process of public administration – mainly of the Slovak civil service (Jacko 2013). Similarly to Nižňanský, Plai argues that one of the few and perhaps the only working argument he often had to use in order to gain political support for any changes in the system of civil service was the EU conditionality.
Interestingly, EU conditionality although of a different kind has also played a significant role in the ESO reform. Despite being already a member of the EU and having the euro as Slovakia’s currency, the ongoing financial and economic crisis influenced the current government’s top priorities. The government plans to meet the EU’s target of a maximum three per cent GDP deficit in 2013 (Vilikovská 2013) and will in later years strive for a balanced budget. The ESO reform is an indivisible part of this plan (Jenčo 2013). Jenčo also admits that the government’s priority to save public resources via cutting state administration spending is the main driving force behind the reform. If successful, the ESO reform is meant to save up to 400 million EUR until 2015 and 700 million EUR until the end of 2016, which would account for 1% of GDP of Slovakia (Sakova 2012, Jenčo 2013).
3.5 Communication strategy

The modern world of politics cannot ignore the importance of a well thought out communication strategy. Nižňaský admits that he spent days and weeks campaigning and at various stakeholder meetings in order to explain and get support for his reform and ideas. The government, MESA 10 and other institutions published numerous policy materials and analyses of the then still ongoing reform (e.g. Nižňanský 2002, 2005; Mesežnikov and Nižňanský 2002). The media were provided with all necessary reform documents (Nižňanský 2013) and as a result one could hardly say that there had not been enough policy information made publicly available. In terms of its effectiveness, Nižňanský argues that he managed to secure the support of the municipalities (i.e. ZMOS), of the academia and also of the public (ibid). However, one of his main defeats was the vote on the final number of self-governing regions. Nižňanský ever since argued for the 16-regions model but in the end due to political calculation, the 8-regions model was passed and is not likely to change. Nevertheless, due to the complex political situation at the time, it is hard to argue whether a different communication strategy would have made any difference. 
The ESO reform team took a completely different approach. Inspired by Leading Change and other work of John P. Kotter (1996), Jenčo acknowledges the influence of the theory and practice of change management (Jenčo 2013). He argues that communication plays a crucial part in any reform process and details such as how exactly they want to cut costs is their “know-how” which they will not reveal – neither to the public and media, nor to researchers. One of the explanations given is that having their full intention made public, it could have been understood differently and could jeopardise the whole reform project. However, according to Jenčo, the reform team is also in contact with the OECD and keeps them informed about the reform developments. Being in contact with such a highly recognised and influential international inter-governmental institution, gives the reform even more international recognition and potential backing if needed.  

3.6 Outcomes


Institutionally, the former reform has been a relative success (Jacko 2013). But democracy cannot work without the people. The two rounds of the first regional elections in 2001 were signified by very poor turnout, which continued and even dropped by the time of the second regional elections in 2005 (2001: 26.02%; 2005: 18.02%; 2009: 22.9%).
 In light of these percentages, one may argue that the regional government still struggles to attract greater public interest and political engagement. Critics of the reform also argue that it represented only limited structural changes to the system of public administration and that a more personal approach was missing (Agh 2003). The reform process was predominantly concerned with the territories, their numbers, boundaries and the selection of regional capitals. This was also reflected in the parliamentary and public discourse. Instead of being granted extra rights, the public was for instance more concerned with the benefits they or their towns would get from being the regional capitals. Even Viktor Nižňanský admits (despite overall success of the reform) that further reforms should have been taken in order to bring government and decision-making closer to the people and make the government more effective.
 Nižňanský was at the time dissatisfied with the rise in the number of civil servants, and he also pointed out that further reforms would be needed to deliver changes that he had originally hoped for. The key architect of the reform blames the politicians and their private interests for failing to deliver a more successful administrative reform at the time (Nižňanský 2002, 2013). However, following the election of the pro-reform government in 2002, regional decentralisation successfully continued, and until 2004 more than 400 powers and competencies were devolved to the 8 self-governing regions. In terms of outcomes, not only Nižňanský (2013) argues that his decentralisation reform was for the most part successful – especially considering the reform’s goals to “to form a modern, democratic, decentralised state providing its citizens with real opportunities to participate in the governance of the public matters” (Mesežnikov and Nižňanský 2002, 11). Even Verheijen (2003, 491) mentions at least partial success:

The Slovak government strategy on decentralization and modernization of the public administration (1999) is another interesting example of a well-designed strategic document, even if its orientation was more towards decentralization. The implementation of the strategy had been fraught with difficulties, due to the vagaries of coalition politics in the state, but it still offers a rare case of a strategic framework that has been at least partially implemented.

Regarding the success or outcomes of the ESO reform, we should refrain ourselves from commenting due to the still ongoing process and lack of verifiable data. Nevertheless, the first signals show that the reform has so far gone ahead as planned and that the government might save even more money than originally planned (Piško 2013, Jenčo 2013).
Conclusion

Public-administrative reform is not an end but merely a means to an end. In order to have a successful administrative reform, clear and/or cross-party political support is needed, and the reform has to be accompanied by a longer administrative and political culture change. The Velvet Revolution (1989) signalled the first wave of change in the system of Slovak public administration. The first decentralisation phase soon followed, and only six years later the government commenced deconcentration of public administration. The year 2001 was crucial for the public-administration-reform continuance – both in terms of decentralisation and modernisation. The peak reform efforts were reached in 2004 when Slovakia joined the EU. Afterwards, Slovak civil service has experienced a move back in terms of further politicisation of politico-administrative relations. The recently announced and commenced government plan to improve the quality, effectiveness and efficiency of public administration could indeed signal a new wave - a chance to restart public-administration reform, but critics remain rather sceptical. 

In terms of the two analysed reforms, they are all but the same. Nevertheless, one can identify a number of similarities, for example the EU conditionality playing a crucial role in both reforms. Slovak decentralisation requires more impact assessments to objectively evaluate the extent of the reform success. Having fragmented local government could be viewed as a good example of subsidiarity and a high level of local democracy, but in order to achieve effectiveness, political culture and active civil society must be present in the long run. The considerable level of decentralisation and fragmentation has brought opportunities for public participation on the one hand but often at the cost of efficiency on the other. The current ESO public administration reform has some sound aspirations as well and seems well planned. Researchers should watch out for any early accomplishments or failures. 
To conclude, current reform developments in Slovakia give hope that public administration will be closer to the people and move even further to its original purpose – to serve citizens at better quality and less cost. 
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� Research for this paper was supported by the scientific grant agency of the Ministry of Education, Science, Research and Sport of the Slovak Republic under the contract No. VEGA 1/1322/12.


� Three levels of public administration, which were each run by the system of national councils.


� Municipal Act 369/1990.


� Act no. 221/1996 [Zákon o územnom a správnom usporiadaní Slovenskej republiky]. 


� Modernisation is sometimes also referred to as “professionalization of public administration” or “civil service reform”.


� Civil Service Act 312/2001.


� Act no. 313/2001.


� Act no. 400/2009.


� One of the first legislative measures of the reform has been Act no. 345/2012 on Some Measures Regarding Local State Administration.


� Regional offices dissolved in 2007. Remaining Regional Offices of Specialised Public Administration dissolved on 1 January 2013 and regional state administration de facto ceased to exist.


� Regional Municipalities Act 302/2001.


� See MESA 10 (1999) for the complete Strategy of Public Administration Reform in the Slovak Republic.


� Civil Service Act no. 312/2001. Other legal provisions were also implemented, e.g. the Public Service Act. However, the case study will focus on the Civil Service Act only, which best illustrates the challenges and lessons learned from Slovak public-administration reform.


� For more information and detailed narrative of the reform process of modernisation and decentralisation in Slovakia, see for instance Jacko 2013.


� SMER-SD currently holds 83 out of 150 seats as of April 2013. 


� From the Slovak efektívna, spoľahlivá a otvorená.


� For media coverage of the reform, see for example: TA3 2012; Sita 2012; Pravda 2012; Kovac 2012; RTVS 2012a.


� Act no. 345/2012 on Some Measures Regarding Local State Administration. The 64 offices ceased to exist on 1 January 2013.


� The only officially available information through the Ministry of Interior website: MINV SR 2013a; MINV SR 2013b.


� For instance, previously just the Ministry of Interior had 50  area state administration offices and each was making public contracts on all services necessary, including utilities and other necessary products and services. These offices will be abolished (i.e. their administrative-legal status) and their original role will be centralised through the support centres. The plan is also to set benchmarks and minimal requirements for specific job descriptions. For example, payroll officer will have a set minimum of staff he is responsible for. Furthermore, once having such a system put in practice, the Ministry plans to offers its services via support centres to local self-governments too, i.e. via outsourcing.


� According to the government, this will be beneficial also in terms of civil defence. The whole coordination process in case of emergency will be simplified. The one chief of staff of local state administration present in the district will be able to make decisions much more effectively. Hence, the government intends to give back districts their old structures and roles and to merge all existing offices together. 


� In Slovak, “Kontaktné Administratívne Miesto Občana”.


� In Slovak, “Integrované Obslužné Miesto”.


� The government wants to know how many people are needed in order to effectively react to changes that the reform will bring.


� In Slovak, ”Rozpracovanie a dopracovanie reformy ESO”.


� See NRSR 2013 for the proposed wording of the new legislation and the statement of purpose.


� Although one could argue that despite so many powers already being vested in local and regional self-government, the central government still retains considerable power over self-government, especially through distribution of collected proportional tax (in Slovak, ”podielové dane”).


� As of April 2013, Slovakia and also Hungary have one-party governments with clear majorities.


� In Slovak, Združenie miest a obcí Slovenska


� Mikloš became the Minister of Finance in 2002 but previously held a post of the Deputy Prime Minister for Economic Affairs.


� MESA 10 is an NGO and a think tank which played a crucial role in the government reforms of the first and second Dzurinda’s government. 


� Slovak Statistical Office: � HYPERLINK "http://app.statistics.sk/vuc2009/sr/tab2.jsp?lang=sk" �http://app.statistics.sk/vuc2009/sr/tab2.jsp?lang=sk�; � HYPERLINK "http://app.statistics.sk/vuc_2005/slov/results/tab2.jsp" �http://app.statistics.sk/vuc_2005/slov/results/tab2.jsp�, � HYPERLINK "http://app.statistics.sk/volby01/webdata/slov/tab/tab1.htm" �http://app.statistics.sk/volby01/webdata/slov/tab/tab1.htm�.


� For instance, he was disappointed with the rise in numbers of civil servants and duplicity due to the co-existence of Regional Assemblies (established 2001) and Regional Offices (established 1996) (Nižňanský 2002). For another useful summary of the reform including recommendations, see Nižňanský 2005.
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