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ACCORDING TO ADMINISTRATIVE STATISTICS, HOW EFFICIENT ARE THE
ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS IN SLOVENIA?

Ziga Kotnik*, Polonca Kovac?

Abstract:

Analysing the performance of the public administration is a step towards the earmarked and efficient use of
budgetary resources. The article analyses the efficiency of 38 selected administrative units, considering their size,
over the period from 2005 to 2018, utilizing available indicators from administrative statistics. The descriptive
statistics method, time series analysis, and rankings were used for the analysis. The findings indicate mixed results.
The empirical results show that larger administrative units, statistically speaking, are more efficient than smaller
units to some extent. Compared to medium-sized administrative units, larger administrative units have a higher
average number of resolved cases per employee, lower average costs per individual administrative case, but
simultaneously a lower proportion of resolved administrative cases within the legal timeframe. The practical value
of the contribution lies in the information on the calculated efficiency of the individual administrative units, which
enables them to compare themselves with each other, find best practises, improve the functioning of the
administrative units and reduce the differences between them.
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1. Introduction

The goal of public administration is to create a harmonious living environment, aligning with the principles of
good governance (Jian-guang, 2007). The role of democratically governed public administration nowadays is
constantly evolving due to rapid and continuous social changes in both economically developed countries and
developing countries. Countries are confronted not with straightforward, isolated issues confined to individual
countries, but rather with progressively intricate, global, and multifaceted challenges (J. Raadschelders & Vigoda-
Gadot, 2015). Major changes include globalization, evident in the interdependence of economies, and the
pluralization of public service provision (Robinson, 2015), which require states to continually adapt to changes
and redefine the functions, tasks, and roles of the state towards citizens, the private sector, and the broader civil
society.

In traditional public administration, the focus is on effectiveness and rationale, with limited public participation
(Bureekul, 2005). Nowadays, good governance is crucial for effective public administration, as it promotes
transparency, accountability, and citizen participation (Herasymiuk et al., 2020; Sari, 2023). The evolution of
public administration has been influenced by the growing need for good governance, leading to the transition from
traditional to new forms of governance (Barbier & Tengeh, 2023). The concept of good governance is influencing
the activities of public administration entities, leading to the creation of innovative legal forms and mechanisms
of cooperation (Barczewska-Dziobek, 2018).

The influence of the good governance concept has extended to public administration in Eastern Europe, fostering
greater collaboration and the development of novel legal frameworks (Barczewska-Dziobek, 2018). Under the
umbrella of democratic governance, public administration is anticipated to demonstrate heightened accountability
and adaptability to civil society's demands (Uvalle-Berrones, 2012). While the paradigm of good governance has
long been acknowledged in economically advanced regions, its significance is now increasingly recognized in
other parts of the globe. For instance, the application of good governance practices in public universities in Brazil
has shown a need for further investment in these areas (Castro, 2016). This shift is particularly evident in South
Africa, where the relationship between public administration and good governance is emphasized, with a focus on
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leadership, transparency, and financial viability (Pillay, 2016). In Thailand, the shift towards good governance has
led to a redefinition of the roles and values of public administrators (Bureekul, 2005).

In the realm of effective (good) governance, assessing performance and efficiency is crucial. It's a fundamental
aspect of public administration, serving as a cornerstone for establishing this paradigm. Various social science
disciplines, such as economics, political science, public administration, law, management, and entrepreneurship,
tackle the concepts of performance (effectiveness) and efficiency. Yet, the specific content of these principles
remains somewhat ambiguous and open to interpretation across different scientific fields. In literature, there are
many different definitions of performance and efficiency, and different interpretations across scientific disciplines.
The topic of effectiveness and efficiency has a lengthy historical background, extending back to at least the
Aristotelian notions of causality (Rutgers & van der Meer, 2010). One of the first comprehensive overviews of the
development of the concepts of effectiveness and efficiency in historical context is provided by researchers
(Rutgers and van der Meer, 2010). In this regard, efficiency and performance are closely related but distinct
concepts. As per the Oxford English Dictionary, efficiency refers to performing tasks in the most cost-effective
manner, involving the ratio of output to input within a defined system, ultimately achieving the intended goal. It
involves the capacity to achieve objectives while minimizing wasted time, money, or effort. Efficiency
encompasses the level of success in attaining the desired outcome. Effectiveness, on the other hand, is the
realization of the desired or anticipated outcome or success. Efficiency considers how successful something is in
achieving the desired outcome, while effectiveness refers to achieving the desired or expected result or success
(Stevenson, 2010). In other words, efficiency refers to the ratio of benefit to cost, often in the context of resource
use (Schmidt, 2019). It isa measure of how economically resources are utilized to achieve a given level of customer
satisfaction (Neely, 1995). Performance, on the other hand, encompasses both efficiency and effectiveness, with
the latter referring to the extent to which customer requirements are met (Neely, 1995). In other words, in the field
of economics, the examination of performance and efficiency often revolves around the correlation between inputs,
outputs, and outcomes (Mandl et al., 2008). Performance is demonstrated by achieving valued results, irrespective
of the implications for resources, while efficiency is evidenced by the actual results or work performed and the
subsequent consequences or impacts of implemented measures (Rutgers & van der Meer, 2010). According to
Ozcan (2008), performance can influence efficiency, and vice versa, with both factors significantly impacting
overall performance. In most instances, this entails scrutinizing various input-output models in terms of cost-
effectiveness (Rutgers & van der Meer, 2010), or as an operationalized maximization of net societal or
organizational benefits. This is evident, for instance, in the analysis of labour market dynamics (Cahuc et al.,
2014), energy efficiency (Linares & Labandeira, 2010), or public expenditure (Mandl et al., 2008).

In business networks, the challenge is to balance efficiency with effectiveness (Mouzas, 2006). The relationship
between technical efficiency and effectiveness is crucial for sound managerial planning and decision making. The
two are not always positively correlated, and both need to be measured and monitored for improved organizational
performance (Sudit, 1984). Asalready mentioned, efficiency and performance are distinct but interrelated concepts
in management. Efficiency refers to the ratio of output to input, while effectiveness is the degree to which a course
of action meets desired goals (Lees, 2004). In investment management, effectiveness can be measured as the net
return per unit of risk (Wagner & Banks, 1992). The challenge for companies is to balance efficiency with
effectiveness in business networks (Mouzas, 2006). In project management, the quality of effort invested in both
effectiveness and efficiency predicts project success (Phelan, 2005). In educational evaluation, efficiency is the
work-rate of a process, while effectiveness is the quality of outcomes (Carmichael, 2002). In a technical context,
effectiveness has a wider semantic field and is oriented towards results, while efficiency implies processes
(Filyasova, 2019). Organizational effectiveness is whether the organization fulfils its goals, while efficiency is the
ratio between inputs and outputs (Najar, 2020). In the Israeli hospitality industry, managers tend to be either
effective or efficient, rather than both (Israeli, 2007). According to Drucker (1977), organizational efficiency
indicates its capability to attain outcomes with minimal inputs (costs) or resource reallocations. Conversely,
effectiveness, as defined by Keh et al. ( 2006), measures an organization's accomplishment of its predetermined
objectives. In this context, effectiveness may be viewed as a precursor to efficiency, as it is preferable to achieve
success with less efficiency when doing the right things, rather than efficiently performing the wrong tasks,
resulting in inefficiency. Efficiency and performance find applications not only in economics but also in
management and entrepreneurship. In this context, effectiveness and efficiency frequently serve as key concepts
employed, among other purposes, in evaluating and quantifying organizational leadership and networks (Mouzas,
2006; J. Stare, 2006; Tomaselli, 2018), as well as in appraising work performance and fostering employee
motivation (Upadhaya et al., 2014). In these fields, the term is frequently employed in accordance with the 2 x 2
matrix (Table 1) (Kotnik, 2021).
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Table 1: Performance and efficiency
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Inefficiency Efficiency

Doing things right
Adopted from sources (Drucker, 1977; Kotnik, 2021; Kumar & Gulati, 2010)

In political science, effectiveness involves completing tasks - successful organizations are those that adequately
address and solve challenges and fulfil the service requirements of other organizations or individuals. Efficiency,
on the other hand, is a concept used to evaluate the procedural activities of organizations or the procedural costs
incurred at various stages of public policy (Zammuto, 1982). Public policies in political science are analysed
through the lenses of effectiveness and efficiency, utilizing analytical procedures (Hogwood et al., 1984),
institutional analysis, examination of public policy actors, or evaluation of legitimacy concerning the (un)success
and (in)efficiency of public policies or the policy process (Wallner, 2008). In the context of political science,
efficiency can be interpreted as how individuals or entities tackle challenges, while effectiveness refers to their
alignment with goals or their capability to address challenges meaningfully (Skogan, 1976).

In public administration, the term efficiency takes precedence, while effectiveness finds its niche in the legal
domain, though it's worth noting their close kinship in meaning. In public administration, effectiveness refers to
the degree of accomplishment or non-accomplishment of established objectives. It reflects the capacity of an
organization, policy, program, or project to reach predetermined goals. (Kumar & Gulati, 2010; Linares &
Labandeira, 2010; Mandl et al., 2008; PA Glossary of Terms, 2020). A public sector management that's both
efficient and effective facilitates public discourse on governmental roles in addressing societal issues and
prioritizes accountability and oversight (Kefela, 2011). Another frequently used term in administrative studies,
synonymous with efficiency, is performance It denotes the achievement of objectives at minimal costs, taking into
account established facts, potential alternatives, and societal implications (Pirnat, 2004). As already mentioned in
the literature (Jessop & Bevir, 2011; Kotnik, 2021; Kotnik & Kova¢, 2018; Kumar & Gulati, 2010) stipulates that
efficiency and performance (effectiveness) are commonly used terms in the fields of legal and administrative
studies. However, their usage often involves inconsistencies or even interchangeability between the two.

In the realm of law, much like in other disciplines, the concept of legal organizational effectiveness can be
delineated into multiple substantive dimensions, each open to varied interpretations (Andrews et al., 2011; Gaster
& Squires, 2003; A. Stare, 2018). Here, it's essential to discern between the notions of performance and efficiency,
and the concept of quality assurance, which involves overseeing (final) products or services, including their
intermediate stages. Efficiency and effectiveness within legal science necessitate nuanced understanding,
contingent upon whether they pertain to legislation or law enforcement, which may vary in specificity (Rose-
Ackerman & Lindseth, 2010). For instance, administrative efficiency entails adherence to public administration
laws (Upadhaya et al., 2014), emphasizing the implementation of public policies and legislation related to public
administration, thereby ensuring alignment of the legal system with societal needs (Craig et al., 2017; Pavénik,
2019). Deviations prompt the legal-regulatory feedback loop to enact appropriate legislative changes. Moreover,
the efficiency of administrative units (performance of administrative units) encompasses the execution of sector-
specific public policies through regulatory frameworks delineating competencies and objectives in sector-specific
procedures (Kovaé & Kotnik, 2018). In context of our empirical research, efficiency in public administration refers
to the capacity to attain results and objectives while minimizing resource inputs (costs) or reallocating them,
considering established facts, potential alternatives, and societal repercussions.

Furthermore, especially in Eastern Europe, evaluating the performance of public administration is often reduced
to a cliché, lacking specific and empirical assessment. This absence of a comprehensive approach results in
superficial or principle-based descriptions from those in charge and external professionals. In recent decades,
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numerous endeavours have aimed to enhance efficient governance and consequently optimize public spending
(Kefela, 2011; J. C. N. Raadschelders, 2011; Upadhaya et al., 2014; Wallner, 2008).

Assessing the efficiency of public administration organisations, including administrative units, stands as a
cornerstone of effective public governance. Extensive empirical research in the literature delves into examining
the efficiency of administrative units. For example, research on the efficiency of administrative units in Slovenia
has yielded mixed results. Researcher (Pevcin, 2013) found that the average technical efficiency of Slovenian
municipalities is around 22-25% above the estimated best-practice frontier, suggesting a relatively high level of
efficiency. Slovenian municipalities exhibit an average technical efficiency that is significantly above the
estimated best-practice frontier, indicating room for improvement through consolidation and increased efficiency.
However, authors (Cernénko, 2017; Pevcin, 2017) both highlighted the need for municipal consolidation to
improve efficiency, with the latter noting that only a limited number of very small municipalities are experiencing
economies of scale. Researcher (Pevcin, 2017) also found out that municipal amalgamation could lead to cost
reduction, efficiency improvement, and quality enhancement; small municipalities experience economies of scale,
but on a limited scale. Moreover, focusing on organisational efficiency in public administration organisation,
authors (Dankova et al., 2017; Maridova et al., 2021) emphasized the importance of effective personal management
and process optimization in public administration, respectively. Further, authors (MariSova et al.,, 2021)
demonstrate the identification of insufficient personal management in the building sector due to low financing and
the conclusion that reverting to state administration in Slovakia would not be effective. Authors (Darikova et al.,
2017) further confirmed the existence of the correlation between process efficiency in town office sections and the
overall efficiency of self-government processes, as well as the significant role of managers in considering the entire
town office in their duties. Further, researchers (Prebili¢ & Baclija, 2013) focused on the administrative capacity
of Slovenian municipalities, with the former noting the lack of a general policy on quality and the latter evaluating
the administrative capacities of individual municipalities. The main findings include presenting the results of an
empirical research project on administrative capacity among directors of Slovenian municipal administrations in
2007 and 2012, as well as evaluating municipal administrative capacities using the Administrative Capacity Index
(ACI).

The objective of this article is to identify actions aimed at facilitating future monitoring and enhancement of
administrative units and the overall administration, relying on comparable and relatively objective indicators. The
analysis presented here aims to evaluate Slovenian administrative units efficiency using selected indicators of
administrative statistics. It seeks to assess how administrative units perform in relation to the parties involved in
administrative procedures, particularly in terms of meeting legally mandated deadlines and other formal statistical
measures of "productivity”. In Slovenia, administrative statistics are governed by the General Administrative
Procedure Act (Official Gazette of RS, No. 80/99 and amendments; APA) and the Rules on the Keeping of Records
of Administrative Procedure (Official Gazette of RS, No. 18/03 and 7/06; Rules). However, it's important to note
that this legislative framework is just one aspect of broader considerations related to performance, efficiency, and
effectiveness. Other factors include political legitimacy, regulatory optimality, and organizational and resource
management issues (Pirnat, 1993, pp. 141; see also (Kova¢ & Virant, 2011)). The research problem thus relates to
the analysis of the system of administrative statistics in the light of the principles of good governance. One
hypothesis was tested, namely:

“Medium-sized administrative units are less efficient than large administrative units.”

Administrative statistics indicators employed to assess the performance of administrative units are the following,
namely: (i) the ratio between the number of all resolved cases and the total number of employees; (ii) the ratio
between costs and the number of all resolved cases; (iii) the ratio of all resolved cases to the total number of
employees.

The first efficiency indicator, as identified by studies from authors (Kova¢ & Kotnik, 2018), quantifies the ratio
between the total resolved cases (an administrative statistics metric) and the overall number of employees
(statistical data). The second efficiency indicator, as defined by authors (Setnikar-Cankar et al., 2009; Zurga,
2000), calculates the ratio between total expenditures on salaries and material costs (utilized resources) and the
total number of resolved cases (outcome). This indicator illustrates the efficiency of budgetary spending or the
cost-effectiveness of administrative units. The third efficiency indicator for administrative units is inherently a
metric of administrative statistics. It is defined as the ratio between the number of administrative cases resolved
within the legal timeframe and the total number of resolved administrative cases (Ministry of Public
Administration, 2023). This indicator reflects the proportion of administrative cases resolved within the legal
timeframe and assesses adherence to principles of legality and timely processing (Virant, 2009).
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2. Methodology

The article undertakes an examination of the efficiency of 38 administrative units. Examining into a span of years
from 2005 to 2018, the analysis evaluates these units' performance, taking into account their varying sizes.
Administrative units are categorized into small, medium-sized, and large based on population size: small units
encompass up to 18.000 inhabitants, medium-sized units range from 18.000 to 50.000 inhabitants, and large units
consist of over 50.000 inhabitants (Ministry of Public Administration, 2023). Small administrative units represent
14% of Slovenia's total population, while medium-sized units cover 36%. Large units, including the Ljubljana
Administrative Unit as the biggest Administrative Unit, account for 50% of the population. In Slovenija there are
10 large administrative units, 28 medium-sized and 20 small administrative units. The following analysis includes
28 medium-sized and 10 large administrative units.

To offer a response to the initially posited hypotheses regarding the efficiency of selected administrative units as
key entities in public administration concerning stakeholders in administrative procedures, a quantitative research
methods were employed (Kova¢ & Kotnik, 2018). Combining descriptive statistics, time series analysis, and
rankings, the study provides a comprehensive examination of the efficiency dynamics within these administrative
entities. The administrative units’ data were analysed in Microsoft Excel 2023. Statistical findings informed the
evaluation and proposed improvement using a qualitative axiological-deontological method. This integrated
approach ensured greater reliability and validity. Good governance and administration principles must be
harmonized to avoid conflicts and prioritize legality over economy. Monitoring both qualitative and quantitative
results is essential to achieve desired performance and align quantitative outcomes with administrative objectives.

3. Results
This section presents empirical results of data analysed.

Figure 1. Number of administrative cases initiated each year in the period 2005 - 2018.
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Source: Content reports regarding the activities of administrative units spanning from 2005 to 2018 .(MPA, 2020).

Figure 1 depicts the total number of administrative cases commenced by administrative units for resolution in each
individual calendar year spanning from 2005 to 2018. Considerably fluctuating is the number of initiated
administrative cases, making it impossible to assert a consistent rise or fall. It is evident that the number of
administrative cases fluctuates between 65.000 and 1.400.000 per year. The count of administrative cases varies
over the years, peaking in 2012. Subsequently, there was a decline in the number of administrative cases, reaching
a new low in 2015. Since then, the number of administrative cases has gradually increased once again. These
variations stem from legislative changes, such as the expiry of driver's licenses issued on the three-part pink form,
the termination of the Building Act, and the introduction of the Building Act. These adjustments lead to shifts in
both the volume and intricacy of administrative procedures and the jurisdiction of administrative units. The count
of initiated administrative cases does not encompass either pending cases from the previous calendar year or cases
sent back for review following a ruling by a higher-level authority or administrative/constitutional court.
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In the following, we present the results of an empirical analysis aimed at assessing the effectiveness of
administrative units, using the following indicators: (i) the ratio between the number of all resolved cases and the
total number of employees; (ii) the ratio between costs and the number of all resolved cases; and (iii) the ratio of
all resolved cases to the total number of employees.

(i) The ratio between the number of all resolved cases and the total number of employees.

The primary efficiency indicator, as discerned through investigations conducted by authors (Kova¢ & Kotnik,
2018), involves the calculation of the ratio between the aggregate number of resolved cases (an administrative
statistics metric) and the total count of employees (statistical data). This indicator serves as a pivotal measure to
evaluate the productivity and operational effectiveness of administrative units, shedding light on the workforce's
capacity to manage and resolve cases efficiently. By assessing the relationship between case resolution rates and
staffing levels, organizations can gauge their performance and identify potential areas for optimization and
enhancement.

Table 2: The average annual number of resolved cases per employee in the period from 2005 to 2018.
,:\r:ji?wlnlstratlve Average Rank ﬁ:if[nmlstratlve Average Rank
Ljubljana 1679.03 1 Krsko 1149.47 20
Domzale 1579.99 2 Zalec 1148.54 21
Celje 1546.39 3 Brezice 1142.34 22
Koper 1502.17 4 g'.o"?”Ska 1132.03 23

istrica
Maribor 1487.15 5 Tolmin 1129.90 24
Ptuj 1446.44 6 Slovenske 1117.23 25
Konjice
Kranj 1398.19 7 Radovljica 1112.78 26
Postojna 1349.45 8 Smagje  pri | 190596 27
JelSah
f’:ee‘lljt&“r Pril 134691 9 Sezana 1102.55 28
Novo mesto 1329.46 10 Trebnje 1081.61 29
Murska Sobota 1320.26 11 Lenart 1069.23 30
Kamnik 1314.8 12 Gornja 1060.6 31
Radgona
Slovenj Gradec 1278.12 13 Crnomelj 1035.8 32
Jesenice 1262.81 14 Pesnica 1028.2 33
Grosuplje 1260.36 15 Litija 1002.0 34
Velenje 1246.74 16 Skofja Loka 981.65 35
Nova Gorica 1202.52 17 Ravne — na|  g797p 36
Koroskem
Ajdovitina 1190.72 18 Sevnica 906.36 37
Vrhnika 1160.03 19 Lendava 857.67 38

Source: own elaboration.
Note: Large-sized administrative units are coloured grey, while medium-sized administrative units are in white
colour.

The results of empirical analysis (Table 2) clearly indicate that large administrative units annually resolve more
cases per employee in the period from 2005 to 2018 compared to medium-sized administrative units. The average
number of resolved cases per officer in large administrative units during this period amounts to 1498.44 cases per
officer, while the number of resolved cases per officer in medium-sized administrative units stands at 1127.66
resolved cases per officer. Arranged data in descending order also show that large administrative units occupy
ranks from 1 to 7, as well as ranks 10, 11, and 17. Medium-sized administrative units hold ranks 8-10, 12-16, and
18-38 in descending order. In this regard, based on the indicator "The ratio between the number of all resolved
cases and the total number of employees,"” we can confirm hypothesis 1, which states: "Medium-sized
administrative units are less efficient than large administrative units."”

(ii) The ratio between costs and the number of all resolved cases.
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The second efficiency indicator, as articulated by researchers (Setnikar-Cankar et al., 2009; Zurga, 2000), entails
computing the ratio between the aggregate expenditures incurred on salaries and material costs (representing
utilized resources) and the total number of resolved cases (reflecting outcomes). This metric serves to delineate
the efficiency of budget allocation or the cost-effectiveness of administrative units, providing insights into the
management of financial resources relative to the achieved outcomes.

Administrative units are categorized as autonomous entities in budgetary terms, receiving allocated funds for their
operational needs through the approved budgetary framework. These funds are specifically designated and
channelled into a distinct sub-account within the consolidated treasury system managed by the Public Payments
Administration of the Republic of Slovenia, as outlined by Anzelj (Anzelj, 2021). Notably, one of the primary
financial commitments of administrative units revolves around covering expenses related to employee salaries and
material resources, as highlighted in the report by the Ministry of Public Administration (MPA, 2020). This
financial arrangement underscores the structured financial management practices essential for the effective
functioning of administrative entities within the governmental framework.

Initially, the calculation involved determining the ratios between the aggregate expenses incurred on salaries and
material costs and the total number of resolved cases spanning the years 2005 to 2018 for each administrative unit.
These ratios serve as a measure of the cost incurred per resolved case. Subsequently, utilizing the outcomes of
these computations, the administrative units were systematically arranged in ascending order, ranging from the
most to the least cost-effective. It's imperative to recognize that a lower cost per resolved case indicates that an
administrative unit expends fewer resources to address each case, thereby exemplifying greater cost-effectiveness.
The comprehensive results derived from these analyses are meticulously presented in the subsequent table (Table
3), meticulously delineating the ascending ranking within each grouping of administrative units.

Table 3: The average cost per resolved case in the period from 2005 to 2018.

Ad_mlnlstratlve Average Rank Aqmlnlstratlve Average Rank

unit unit

Lendava 27.98 1 Slovenska 22,51 20
Bistrica

Ravne na 27.83 2 Kriko 22.32 21

Koroskem

Sevnica 27.77 3 Sengjur  pri 21.41 22
Celju

Skofja Loka 26.72 4 Nova Gorica 21.31 23

Litija 26.47 5 Grosuplje 21.18 24

Crnomelj 26.28 6 Novo mesto 21.13 25

Lenart 24.91 7 Kamnik 20.95 26

Trebnje 24.90 8 Jesenice 20.86 27

Radovljica 24.85 9 Velenje 20.55 28

Gornja 24.79 10 Kranj 20.33 29

Radgona

Vrhnika 24.43 11 Murska Sobota 20.00 30

Smarje  pri 24.35 12 Sloven;j Gradec 20.00 31

JelSah

Slovenske 24.20 13 Celje 18.43 32

Konjice

Pesnica 24.09 14 Postojna 17.97 33

BrezZice 23.55 15 Domzale 17.90 34

SeZana 22.93 16 Koper 17.76 35

Ajdovitina 22.93 17 Ptuj 17.51 36

Tolmin 22.61 18 Maribor 16.61 37

Zalec 22.52 19 Ljubljana 15.98 38

Source: own elaboration.

Note: Large-sized administrative units are coloured grey, while medium-sized administrative units are in white
colour. Notably, data for the years 2005, and 2006 were originally provided in Slovenian Tolars (SIT),
necessitating their conversion using the exchange rate of 1 € = 239.64 SIT.

The results of the empirical analysis (Table 3) clearly indicate that, in the period from 2005 to 2018, medium-sized
administrative units annually exhibited a higher average cost per resolved case compared to large administrative
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units. Specifically, the average cost per resolved case in large administrative units during this period amounted to
17.93 EUR, whereas in medium-sized administrative units, it stood at 23.40 EUR per resolved case. Furthermore,
when examining the data in descending order, it becomes evident that large administrative units occupied ranks
23, 25, 29, 30, 32 and 34 to 38, while medium-sized administrative units held ranks 1 to 22, 24, 26 to 28, 31 and
rank 33 in descending order. Given that a higher average cost per resolved case indicates lower efficiency, and
drawing from the indicator "The ratio between costs and the number of all resolved cases,” we can confidently
confirm hypothesis 1, which asserts: "Medium-sized administrative units are less efficient than large
administrative units."

(iii) The ratio of all resolved cases to the total number of employees.

The third efficiency indicator pertinent to administrative units serves as an intrinsic metric within administrative
statistics. It is precisely defined as the ratio between the count of administrative cases resolved within the
prescribed legal timeframe and the overall number of resolved administrative cases, as outlined by the Ministry of
Public Administration (2023). This indicator captures the proportion of administrative cases successfully
addressed within the designated legal parameters, thereby offering a comprehensive assessment of compliance
with principles of legality and timely processing, as underscored by Virant (2009). Evaluating this indicator allows
for a nuanced understanding of an administrative unit's performance in meeting legal requirements and fulfilling
its responsibilities within stipulated timeframes, contributing to the overall of administrative operations.

In other words, this indicator measures the efficiency of administrative units beyond just the volume of work
completed. It includes cases resolved within the legal timeframe, determined either through an abbreviated or
special procedure, as outlined by the Ministry of Public Administration (MPA, 2020). The total number of resolved
cases encompasses those within the legal timeframe and those resolved after exceeding the legal deadline. The
empirical results for the indicator “the ratio of all resolved cases to the total number of employees” are presented
next (Table 4).

Table 4: Average percentage of resolved administrative cases within the legal timeframe in the period from 2005
to 2018.

Ad_mlnlstratlve Average Rank Aqmlnlstratlve Average Rank
unit unit
Slovenj Gradec 99.99% 1 Celje 99.76% 20
Velenje 99.98% 2 Radovljica 99.75% 21
Postojna 99.98% 3 Slovenske 99.73% 22
Konjice
?g‘sfﬂe Pril 99970 4 Kranj 99.72% 23
Brezice 99.97% 5 Skofja Loka 99.71% 24
Krsko 99.97% 6 Crnomelj 99.70% 25
Sevnica 99.96% 7 Ptuj 99.58% 26
Trebnje 99.93% 8 Litija 99.57% 27
Sg{;gfﬂa 99.92% 9 Nova Gorica 99.56% 28
Zalec 99.92% 10 Vrhnika 99.51% 29
Ravne na 99.92% 11 Jesenice 99.44% 30
Koroskem
Pesnica 99.91% 12 Maribor 99.44% 31
Grosuplje 99.90% 13 Slovenska 99.38% 32
Bistrica
Tolmin 99.90% 14 Murska Sobota 99.32% 33
Domzale 99.90% 15 Koper 99.21% 34
Lenart 99.89% 16 Novo mesto 99.21% 35
g‘;rlljtﬂ“r Pri| 99879 17 Sezana 98.93% 36
Lendava 99.82% 18 Ajdovscina 98.80% 37
Kamnik 99.77% 19 Ljubljana 97.93% 38

Source: own elaboration.
Note: Large-sized administrative units are coloured grey, while medium-sized administrative units are in white
colour.
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The findings from the empirical analysis (Table 4) reveal that medium-sized administrative units consistently
demonstrated a marginally higher average percentage of resolved administrative cases compared to their larger
counterparts in the period spanning from 2005 to 2018. Specifically, the average percentage of resolved
administrative cases within the legal timeframe in large administrative units stood at 98.94%, while in medium-
sized administrative units, it was slightly higher at 99.75%. Additionally, upon closer examination of the data in
descending order, it is apparent that medium-sized administrative units occupied ranks ranging from 1 to 14, 16 to
19, 21-22, 24-25, 27, 29-30, 32, ranks 36 and 37. Conversely, large administrative units held ranks 20, 23, 26, 28,
31, 33-35, and rank 38 in descending order. Since a higher average percentage of resolved administrative cases
within the legal timeframe indicates greater efficiency, and drawing from the indicator "The ratio of all resolved
cases to the total number of employees," we can not, statistically speaking, confirm hypothesis 1, which states:
"Medium-sized administrative units are less efficient than large administrative units."

4. Conclusion

This study explores the efficiency of 38 administrative units from 2005 to 2018. Utilizing administrative statistics
indicators and analytical methods, including descriptive statistics and rankings, the efficiency of selected
administrative units was assessed. Empirical findings suggest that, statistically speaking, larger administrative
units exhibit a degree of efficiency superior to smaller units, albeit to a certain extent. Large administrative units
consistently resolve more cases per employee compared to medium-sized units. Large units handle an average of
1498.44 cases per officer, while medium-sized units manage 1127.66 cases per officer. Rankings also support this,
with large units dominating the top positions. The empirical analysis further demonstrates that medium-sized
administrative units had a higher average cost per resolved case compared to large units. Large units averaged
17.93 EUR per case, while medium-sized units spent 23.40 EUR. Rankings also support this, with large units
occupying lower positions. Moreover, the empirical analysis for the third efficiency indicator for administrative
units that measures the ratio of administrative cases resolved within the legal timeframe to the total resolved cases,
demonstrate that, medium-sized administrative units consistently had a slightly higher average percentage of
resolved cases within the legal timeframe compared to larger units. Large units averaged 98.94%, while medium-
sized units were slightly higher at 99.75%. Medium-sized units also ranked higher in descending order, supporting
their efficiency.

The empirical findings suggest that, statistically speaking, larger administrative units exhibit a higher degree of
efficiency compared to smaller ones. In comparison to medium-sized administrative units, larger counterparts
demonstrate higher averages of resolved cases per employee and lower average costs per individual administrative
case. However, they also exhibit a lower proportion of resolved administrative cases within the legal timeframe.
Therefore, based on the empirical analysis of the three indicators of administrative statistics, we can partially
confirm the hypothesis that "Medium-sized administrative units are less efficient than large administrative units."

Administrative statistics serves as a useful tool for monitoring administrative unit performance and decision-
making in administrative procedures. However, it has drawbacks that affect the accuracy of our efficiency
indicators. For instance, before analysing administrative statistics, the classification of administrative units based
on population size may be problematic. For example, the Ljubljana administrative unit has a population 2.6 times
larger than the second-largest administrative unit, Maribor. Furthermore, administrative statistics frequently depict
administrative issues solely through numerical data, failing to capture the nuances of their type and complexity.
Consequently, this disparity renders administrative procedures incomparable.

Efficiency is a fundamental good governance principle of modern public administration, thus deserving greater
attention both in practice and academia. If administrative statistics - as a tool for measuring efficiency - are
managed selectively, it will have a counterproductive effect on the development of good governance. Hence, it is
crucial to carefully select relevant indicators from administrative statistics and consistently monitor and update
them.
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