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National authority in the field of (outh policy

A clearly defined and established public authority is one of the key requirements
of good youth policy. The explicitly cross-sectoral character of that policy also makes
it imperative that we know precisely which entity is responsible for the youth field
within the structure of the state and for acting as coordinator between different de-
partments, the aim being to ensure that the goals of youth policy are realised in a
balanced and concerted manner. In Slovenia this role has been assigned to the Office
for Youth (Urad RS za mladino, URSM), which is the central institutionalised entity for
youth policy in Slovenia.

The institutional development of youth policy in Slovenia has passed through sev-
eral phases over the last three decades, with each phase building on the one before.
That development can be regarded as having started in 1991 with the establishment
of the Office for Youth as the state body responsible for youth policy. However, for
most of its existence the Office had no adequate grounding in law that would have
enabled it to make a more decisive contribution to the development of an institution-
alised youth policy — a situation that was not rectified until nearly 20 years later with
the adoption of the Public Interest in the Youth Sector Act (Zakon o javnem interesu
v mladinskem sektorju, 2010). This law, which has been instrumental in enabling
youth policy to develop to its current dimensions, was the first time the youth field in
Slovenia had seen any type of comprehensive legal regulation.

As the central youth policy institution in Slovenia, the Office for Youth is important
not only because it performs key tasks and functions, but also because it exerts an
impact on the social and political environment of the country. That impact is a con-
tinuous one, since the Office is part of an environment that includes representatives
of young people as a social group as well as civil society youth organisations. In
addition to surveying the interests of young people and parlaying them into public
policies in other areas, the Office ensures that youth policy occupies a stable position
within the established legislative framework (which is also to some extent conditional
upon whether the Office itself is stable and suitably positioned in terms of content,
expertise, organisation and finances). This chapter examines in detail the position
of the Office for Youth as the central youth policy institution tasked with realising the
public interest in the youth sector at national level. Some of its tasks also provide an
insight into how the public interest in that sector is realised in practice.

Formulation of the role and tasks of the Office for Youth
The Office for Youth is the central government authority responsible for the youth
field — or, more specifically, for ensuring that the public interest in the youth sector
is realised at national level. Since its establishment in 1991 ‘as a consequence of the
debate on the youth councils act’, which failed to be adopted at that time (Janez Skulj,
interview, 16 April 2021),1 it has operated as an authority affiliated to the ministry
responsible for education. This was the role envisaged for it in the Organisation and
Area of Work of the Republic Administration Act passed in June 1991 by the Assembly
of the Republic of Slovenia, which instructed the Office to ‘carry out tasks relating to
the organisation of youth camps and voluntary work, contacts with non-party-affiliat-
ed youth organisations at home and abroad (youth councils, associations of school
pupils and students, etc.), travel allowances for children and young people, and other

1 Source available from the authors (the same applies to all interviews).
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youth-related activities’ (Organisation and Area of Work of the Republic Administration
Act, 1991, Article 22).

An authority responsible for the youth field was therefore first established within
a state administration setting in 1991. Its tasks were focused largely on the man-
agement of or participation in established state measures and activities in the youth
field — that is to say, it was less interested in the issue of development. However, the
establishment of the Office for Youth should be understood primarily in terms of the
perceived importance, at that time, of inserting youth-related issues into the work of
central government, and of setting up a competent authority that could be developed
over the years and gain additional recognition and responsibilities. Indeed, its tasks
did change in this direction over time, most notably in response to the provisions
of the Decree on Administrative Authorities Within Ministries, which were adopted
around ten years after the Office was founded. These provisions instructed the Office
to perform tasks ‘relating to the planning and delivery of measures in the field of youth
policy, to the implementation of social policies for children and young people, and
to schooling and non-formal education, leisure activities, culture, public information
and international cooperation in these areas’ (Decree on Administrative Authorities
Within Ministries, 2003, Article 15).

Since 2015, that Decree has tasked the Office with performing expert, adminis-
trative, organisational and developmental work in the youth sector; monitoring the
position of young people and the impact of measures in the youth sector; overseeing
the implementation of regulations and measures in the youth sector; participating
in youth-related matters at international level; and performing other work laid down
by the law governing the youth sector (Decree on Administrative Authorities Within
Ministries, 2015, Article 8). The best synthesis of the functions of the Office as a
state-level administrative body responsible for taking an integrated approach to the
regulation of youth policy and the youth sector in Slovenia is probably to be found in
the sectoral Public Interest in the Youth Sector Act (2010), Article 7 of which defines
the tasks of the Office as being to draft regulations and measures in the youth sector,
provide financial support to youth programmes and programmes for young people,
ensure that youth sector regulations and measures are implemented (and oversee that
implementation), monitor the position of young people and the impact of measures
in the youth sector, work with competent authorities and other youth sector enti-
ties, represent the country in European Union and Council of Europe bodies and on
youth-related matters at international level, and perform other tasks mandated by law.

As this overview shows, there have also been changes over time to the way the
Office for Youth's work addresses the narrower and wider contexts of youth policy.
The initial tight focus on individual measures and activities designed for young people,
which tended to exclude a broader consideration of what youth policy might entail,
gradually gave way to an approach that sought to include other areas and fields.
Today, the Office’s tasks relate chiefly to the youth sector, although we should again
regard this in both its broader and narrower senses if we wish to come to a fuller un-
derstanding of the Office’s role and position. Indeed, the name of the Office for Youth
and its designated tasks often led to its role being somewhat misunderstood. From
its founding, it mainly operated within the domain of vertical youth policy (its direct
sphere of competence) and only to a lesser extent within that of horizontal youth policy.

However, the understanding of and work in this area began to change at the Of-
fice as Slovenia entered and passed through the EU accession process, driven by a
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change in the level of commitment required and the drafting of the measures that
ultimately brought these changes about. They included the establishment of the Slo-
venian Government Council for Youth (Svet Vlade RS za mladino, SVM), the drafting
and adoption of the Public Interest in the Youth Sector Act, and the preparation of the
Resolution on the National Youth Programme 2013-2022 (Resolucija o Nacionalnem
programu za mladino 2013-2022, ReNPM13-22, 2013). These milestones today con-
stitute the main building blocks for the institutional regulation of youth policy and the
youth sector in Slovenia, and have, in turn, transformed the Office’s tasks in terms of
the relationship between vertical and horizontal youth policy. The public interest act
sees the youth sector as the primary domain of the Office, and sets out the process
by which youth policy in the broader sense is to be formulated and delivered (Public
Interest in the Youth Sector Act, 2010, Article 3), chiefly from the point of view of the
Office's responsibility for coordinating the preparation, delivery and evaluation of the
national programme.

Among other things, the Office for Youth promotes processes of non-formal learn- _Il'I |

ing with the aim of better gquipping young people with the skills they need to pas
from childhood to aduIthoL, andis :'Iso responsible far theestablishment and grow
of mechanisms of supportlor youth organisations siréldlbrganisatl:ns for young peaple
— mechantsms that are séen as vitallysimportant tive youth participation. Simi-
larly, in c_lﬁo eratlo with other central g ernm t bod'|f:s and |ocal commun}l'ies, it
monito sthe osmo of young people and pact of megasurgs designed for them
with thie gim (Ei_mcor ratifhg young peopl q;r]ést anid int restEmto the foq'r.c\)ulation
of other public policies, -EﬂI carries out expcilr.t, organlsgnonal-?nf administyative tasks
for the Goverrrment Coungil for Youth. k
The Office for Youth is therefore resptc:)’li!'sible for ge\‘?elopin youth po_lh’cy and youtl:u
work in Slovehia. Since youth policy and youth work take place in an arena that en-
ables young people to develop theirjl?otential, it gmploys afvarietyjof measureg to
promote and develop youth ofganisation and tr;e,participa 'on young peoplg in
societal procésses; it also actively participates in the com bodies of theiEU,
the Council of Europe and otherrifi‘ternatlonal alljances conote ﬂl;i'ed with the pgsition
of young people, and ensures, tHrough internatfonal coopetation, that the gdals of
youth policy gre realised through the strengtrzerTing of the yputh sector in Slqvenla.
As the competent national aythority, the Office oversees thg implementation of the
Erasmus+: You(?h in Action a"r:d European Soﬁdarity Corps Zrogrammes, which are
led by the national agencythat operates wjthin Zavod MO\CIT, a non-governmental
organisation. The importadnce of the Office'in providing young people with tnforma-
tion can also be seen from the establlshmé'nt of the mlad.si portal in 201-0 which is
ewdence of the ambition to set up a central online information point for young people

_____________ ___I-

Regulation of the status of the Office for Ycuth
and the legislative framework for youth

As we have already seen, the Office for Youth was established and has operated
throughout as a body affiliated to the ministry responsible for education. Ministry-af-
filiated bodies are founded for the purpose of performing specialised expert tasks,
executive and development administrative tasks, inspection tasks, and other tasks
and forms of oversight in areas designated as public services. In the Office’s case,
this means that it carries out expert tasks in the youth field and administrative tasks
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arising from the publication of administrative acts, mainly decisions and resolutions,
in public tender procedures and in procedures for deciding on the granting of public
interest status to organisations.

Since the founding of the Office in 1991, debates have taken place on a range
of dilemmas that have never been properly and comprehensively resolved; these
include the issue of whether an education ministry is the right setting for the Office,
with several entities and individuals within the youth work sector (particularly those
active predominantly in other fields, such as employment, social affairs, health and
culture, that nevertheless have a bearing on the youth sector) arguing that it changes
the strategic focus of youth work and therefore the purpose of that work. Others have
highlighted dilemmas connected to the Office’s powers, or whether it can play a mean-
ingful horizontal youth policy role. Their arguments focus on the fact that, because
it is located within a single ministry, it is unable to foster successful inter-sectoral
coordination of youth policy that goes beyond its home ministry.

These dilemmas have led to the formulation of several different ideas on how the
position of a national authority responsible for youth might be regulated; these have
ranged from the creation of a special ministry for youth or the establishment of an
office directly at government level, with the aim of increasing political recognition
of the field, to the setting-up of an independent agency to ensure a greater level of
professionalism, particularly in the development of youth work. While none of these
alternatives have been the subject of serious consideration, perhaps the most sig-
nificant step came in 2014 during Alenka BratuSek’s government, when the prime
minister threw her weight behind a proposal to reorganise the Office by moving it from
the position of a ministry-affiliated body to that of a government-level office, which
would have led to the appointment of a state secretary for youth affairs. No progress
was made on this proposal, but we should note that, had it become a government
service, the Office would likely not have been able to perform one of its central tasks:
that of assessing whether applicants are entitled to acquire the status of an organi-
sation operating in the public interest.

One of the key challenges that has accompanied the Office for Youth since its
inception, that of ensuring a suitable legal basis for its own work and that of the
youth sector generally, has rendered certain urgent systemic changes impossible in
the past. One such example is its Strategy for Youth in the Field of Youth Policy Until
2010 (Strategija Urada RS za mladino na podro¢ju mladinske politike do leta 2010),
which was an attempt to create a strategic document to determine the priorities and
goals of the youth sector. However, because of the lack of any legal basis, it could not
acquire anything more than the status of an ‘internal’ Office document.

One significant piece of legislation associated with the Office is the Public Interest
in the Youth Sector Act of 2010. As its name suggests, it defines the public interestin
the youth sector and the method by which that public interest is realised. It defines
young people as all adolescents and young adults of both sexes aged between 15
and 29, and contains provisions defining the youth sector, the status of youth organ-
isations, the procedure of providing financial support, and national awards. It also
established the Office for Youth as the public authority responsible for the youth field
in law, and provided the legal basis for the adoption of the National Youth Programme
and the establishment of the Government Office for Youth. Other legislation relating
to youth can be divided into criminal, civil and social legislation. In contrast to the
public interest act, the Slovenian Criminal Code places adolescents into three groups:
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younger adolescents (those aged between 14 and 16); older adolescents (those who
have reached the age of 16 but are not yet 18); and young adults, who are over the
age of 18 and have committed a criminal offence as an adult, but who have not yet
reached the age of 21. The Code of Obligations and the Marriage and Family Relations
Act (1977) are the two main pieces of civil legislation with relevance to young people.
Both provide that a person acquires partial legal and business capacity at 15 and
full legal and business capacity at 18 (although they may acquire full legal capacity
earlier if they marry or become a parent). The Employment Relationships Act (2013)
provides that a young person may sign an employment contract when they reach the
age of 15, and that any contract signed before that age is null and void.

The State Administration Act lays down the conditions under which ministry-af-
filiated bodies are established, and provides that administrative tasks shall be per-
formed by ministries, ministry-affiliated bodies and administrative units. Under that
law, ministry-affiliated bodies are founded for the purpose of performing specialised
expert tasks, executive and development administrative tasks, inspection tasks, and
other tasks and forms of oversight in areas designated as public services if this en-
sures that tasks are thereby performed more effectively and to a higher standard, or
if a greater degree of professional independence in the performance of tasks needs
to be secured because of the nature of the tasks or the area of work involved. While
the establishment of the Office for Youth led to a special role being granted to the
youth sector, youth organisations and youth work generally, we cannot argue that it
assigned a special role to young people as a target group; this is chiefly because the
task of realising the interests and objectives of the youth field has remained within
the domain of the respective line ministries.

Co-management of youth policy and the role
- 1
of the Government Council for Youth

Although youth participation is not explicitly determined as one of its central func-
tions, the Office for Youth has been a key factor in promoting and strengthening it
over the years. This is a two-way process, as the Office has also evolved in response
to the impact that the environment has had on it. The participation of youth sector
organisations, which played an important role in the Office’s establishment and sub-
sequent development, has been at the forefront of this process. These organisations
have therefore never perceived the Office as being a state body on the ‘opposing’ side;
rather, they have generally embraced it and seen it as a partner, and even in some
cases as an ‘extended arm’ when it comes to advocating for the interests of young
people and youth sector organisations in their dealings with political decision-makers.
Itis precisely because of this interconnection and interaction (which has, of course,
been more pronounced at some points than others) that the promotion and realisation
of participation of youth sector stakeholders has been such an integral part of the
Office’s work over the years.

Management of the youth policy field jointly with youth and youth sector represent-
atives was already an important part of the Office’s remit in the 1990s, when moves
were made to study how the youth field was co-managed at the Council of Europe.
The model of that time was transferred to Slovenia with the establishment of the
Joint Commission for Youth Affairs (MeSana komisija za mladinska vprasanja), which
comprised representatives of the Office and the National Youth Council of Slovenia
(Mladinski svet Slovenije, MSS). The Joint Commission decided on certain matters
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within the Office's domain, such as the co-financing of youth work programmes; in that
respect, it was the predecessor of today's Government Council for Youth (although
the scope of the latter’s operations exceeds that of the Joint Commission, which was
restricted to the competencies covered by the Office).

The Government Council for Youth was set up following a founding decision adopt-
ed by the Slovenian government in 2009, although it was not provided with a legal
grounding for its work until the adoption of the Public Interest in the Youth Sector
Act (on which the Government Council supplied its opinion at the time). Following
its establishment, a number of different ideas were put forward by representatives
of youth sector organisations — specifically, that since the Government Council for
Youth was the representative body for young people generally, in contrast to the Gov-
ernment Council for Student Affairs (Svet Vlade RS za Studentska vprasanja), it would
be worth considering making the latter a working group within the former. However,
this idea did not meet with support. The law and the founding decision established
the Government Council for Youth as a government advisory body comprising gov-
ernment representatives and representatives of youth sector organisations in equal
numbers. These representatives were nominated by the organisations themselves,
and appointed during proceedings conducted by the National Youth Council and the
MaMa Youth Network. Ministry representatives originally came from the ministries
of agriculture, the interior and education, but this gradually widened to include rep-
resentatives of the areas of public administration, labour and the family, culture, the
environment and spatial planning, health and cohesion policy, as well as from the
prime minister’s office and the Office for Youth. This enabled a broad range of areas
relevant to young people to be covered.

Over the course of its existence, the Government Council for Youth has set up
(as well as abolished) several working groups, including groups for traineeships, ap-
prenticeships, the monitoring of the National Youth Programme, quality assurance in
youth work, youth policies and digital transformation. It has also provided a forum for
several interesting ideas — for example, the introduction of a ‘youth euro’ along the
lines of the ‘bencinski tolar'2 the establishment of a youth foundation and a ministry
of youth affairs — but has also encountered challenges along the way. Tea Jarc has
criticised its work mainly in terms of the fact that it ‘instrumentalises’ the role of young
people within the organisation (interview, 20 April 2021):

This is precisely an example of this tokenism that we see. The Government Council
for Youth could work to ensure that young people are included in all decision-mak-
ing processes. But again, we see that they do not [...] Decisions are taken as ends in
themselves and then not even implemented [...] Again, it's some kind of empty struc-
ture that seems to exist for itself rather than attempting to make a real contribution
to change in the field.

Main topics and events addressed by the Office
for Youth

With its comprehensive regulation of youth policy and the youth sector, the Public
Interest in the Youth Sector Act represented something of a turning point when it
was adopted in 2010. For the strategic development of the field, it provided a legal

2 This was a levy on the consumer price of fuel, the proceeds of which were used to
construct the Slovenian motorway network in the years following independence. The tolar
was Slovenia's currency prior to the euro.
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basis for the adoption of a national youth programme, which has subsequently be-
come the strongest institutional tool that Slovenian youth policy and the Office for
Youth possess. It also provided a broad and relatively precise basis for the drafting
and implementation of the National Youth Programme by defining the elements of
the programme, the role of the entity in charge of drafting the programme (the min-
istry, in collaboration with youth sector organisations), the various responsibilities
involved, and the method employed to monitor delivery of the programme. There
was also a wide-ranging public discussion that accompanied the adoption of the
National Youth Programme and took place at the Government Council for Youth, at
regional presentations across Slovenia, at the National Assembly, and at the public
presentation of opinions involving representatives of youth sector organisations.
The public interest act provides that the government is to present an interim report
on the delivery of the National Youth Programme to the National Assembly every
three years, to give youth organisations the opportunity to express their opinion on
how well it has been implemented. The drafting of this opinion is to be coordinated
by the National Youth Council; contributions to that process have, in the past, come
from a range of organisations, including the Slovenian Student Union (Studentska
organizicija Slovenije), the MaMa Youth Network, Nefiks, the Slovenian Rural Youth
Association (Zveza slovenske podezelske mladine) and others. The drafting of the
national programme significantly reinforced the desire to raise the profile of youth
work and youth organisations, and to increase the visibility of investment in young
people by various stakeholders, where this visibility was lacking before.

The Social Protection Institute (InStitut RS za socialno varstvo) was enlisted to
assist in the monitoring of the National Youth Programme, which was regarded as a
key task. The Office for Youth took this decision because it felt that the Institute had,
through its various projects, demonstrated considerable knowledge of the youth field
and a desire to expand its area of work to include it; it also expected synergies to be
achieved in this field, as the Institute had already set up the Children’s Observatory
following the adoption of the Programme for Children and Young People (Program
za otroke in mladino). This was not, however, a youth programme per se, as its upper
age limit was 18 years, in line with the Convention on the Rights of the Child. The
Office therefore saw an opportunity to create a ‘youth observatory’ to monitor the
position of young people, a process that was not yet on a systematic footing but had
been addressed in research studies or through the general monitoring of the youth
field. It attempted to bring this idea to fruition in other ways as well, for example by
amending the founding act of the Educational Research Institute (Pedagoski institut)
and including these tasks in the annual work plan. However, this objective has not
yet been achieved.

The youth policy audit conducted by the Slovenian Court of Audit in 2016 was
another important milestone in the Office’s history, and signalled the relevance of
youth policy to central government’s other fields of public policy. However, despite
the Office’s best efforts, the outcomes of the audit were not implemented fully or in
accordance with the expectations of sectoral stakeholders, as there was a perception
that the auditors had failed to properly understand the specific role of the Office and
of youth sector organisations generally. Some elements of the audit report did not
pay sufficient regard to the youth context or to the (political) context of the monitoring
of the National Youth Programme, while others were simply unworkable or, from the
point of view of youth policy, unacceptable (e.g. the issuing of fines to organisations
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that did not take the necessary steps towards achieving the objectives). Similarly,
some of the expectations, such as the financial evaluation of funds intended for the

youth population, were discriminatory in comparison with the treat-
ment given to some other policies or population groups (no
such financial processes were required for the elderly,
for example).

Non-formal education has been one of
the Office for Youth's core fields of operation
since the beginning. Its importance can be
traced through the various initiatives and
documents produced by the Office over
the years, such as the public call for the
co-financing of youth programmes,
where youth sector organisations
are steered towards preparing youth

work programmes that include
non-formal education as one of
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their basic starting points. This area has also gained in importance in recent years,
as studies of the position of young people in Slovenia (e.g. Mladina 2010 [Youth 2010]
and Mladina 2020 [Youth 2020]) show.

The fact that non-formal education does not lead to a publicly recognised certifi-
cate is a problem that organisations have acknowledged for some time, their argument
being that young people need to be provided with a proper record of the non-formal
education they have undertaken. One advocate of this initiative is the Nefiks non-gov-
ernmental organisation, which has been financially supported by the Office for Youth
since fairly early on. Other initiatives arose subsequently in Slovenia and Europe that
coincided with the adoption of the National Vocational Qualifications Act (Zakon o
nacionalnih poklicnih kvalifikacijah), which brought formal and non-formal education
together and enabled individuals to obtain a public national vocational qualification
(NVQ) certificate for the profession they performed but for which they did not have
the necessary publicly accredited public education. This was made possible by a
vocational standard that was the same for programmes of vocational and profes-
sional education and for NVQs. For the Office, individuals performing youth work
that was not properly valued or recognised were being placed at a disadvantage.
The National Youth Programme therefore prioritised ‘the establishment of a national
education and training system for youth workers and youth leaders’ (Resolution on
the National Youth Programme 2013-2022, 2013) by inserting it in priority sub-area
1 in the field of education. In 2016 an initiative was drawn up in collaboration with
representatives of the Institute for Vocational Education and Training (Center RS za
poklicno izobrazevanje) to create a vocational standard for youth workers.

The initiative proceeded from the fact that profession of youth worker did actually
exist on the labour market (indeed, at that time the Office received a letter from around
30 municipalities in support of the introduction of a vocational qualification for youth
workers) and that it was not possible to obtain a vocational qualification in any other
way. Steps also had to be taken to resolve the dilemma of whether the introduction
of an NVQ would also entail regulation of the profession, i.e. every individual who
wished to pursue this profession would have to obtain the prescribed education for
it. This was never the Office's intention; instead, it wished to see preparation of the
vocational standard and the introduction of checks to ensure that the requirements
for obtaining the qualification remained within the domain of representatives of the
sector. In concrete terms, this meant that the youth sector would prepare the voca-
tional standard as the basis for obtaining the qualification, while checks to ensure
that the requirements for awarding qualifications were met would be performed by
licensed and experienced youth workers. Since the introduction of this system, the
number of recipients of youth worker training certificates has grown.

The NVQ for youth workers is also an important element in the set of formalised
tools for developing high-quality youth work, not only within the context of identifying
and recognising non-formal knowledge and building an identity for or affiliation to
the youth sector, but also in terms of setting quality standards. The qualification is a
result of cooperation between a broad circle of youth sector stakeholders who came
together in response to the need for greater recognition for youth work and, at the
same time, a higher degree of professionalisation of the sector. This very directly
addressed the issue of the quality of youth work, which remains an important area
of focus for the Office for Youth and the youth sector as a whole.



Reflections and opportunities for future development

As we have seen, monitoring youth populations, youth work, the youth sector and
youth sector organisations, and addressing issues relating to them, have been impor-
tant elements of the Office’s work. The Office should also be viewed as an entity that
opens space for cooperation within the youth field and with other sectoral policies,
leads structured dialogue (‘a key project and one through which the Office has opened
quite a few doors’ according to Barbara Zupan, interview, 21 April 2021), and fosters
activism on the part of youth organisations, particularly the umbrella organisations,
which then allows them to place the challenges facing the young onto the public
policy agenda or exert additional pressure on certain bodies and authorities (Dolores
Kores, interview, 18 May 2021).

Although the Office's institutional position has not changed a great deal in its 30-
year history (it remains an administrative authority within the Ministry of Education),
the idea of placing it directly under the prime minister has led to lively debate. This
could improve the Office’s position in terms of the performance of horizontal youth
policy tasks, as it would ‘make it quite a bit easier for it to achieve the impact it should
be achieving as the coordinator of youth policy at national level’ (Tadej Beo¢anin,
interview, 15 April 2021), something that Uro$ Skrinar also points out when says that
‘social changes and the specifics of young people have made [the current position of
the Office] out of date’ (interview, 7 May 2021). Although a similar discussion of the
Office's position did not take place to the same extent before the BratuSek government,
and has not done so since, reservations about the suitability of its current position
remain. In the opinion of some, ‘the Office for Youth is a paper tiger within the edu-
cation ministry and is absolutely not structured in a way that would allow it to foster
the development of youth work and youth policy’ (Tea Jarc, interview, 20 April 2021).

If that claim is perhaps too harsh, many people are agreed that the Office for Youth
is currently too weak to confront the challenges faced by the youth sector and by
young people themselves. This leads us to the question of whether it is still capable
of discharging its role to a sufficient level of quality, or whether solutions for the youth
sector should be sought elsewhere or in another way. Some of our interviewees have
highlighted stagnation at the Office, which finds it difficult to oversee such a wide field
as youth and perform the role of generator of development in the field because of the
limited financial and human resources available to it. BeoCanin points out that ‘the
Office for Youth needs to be empowered and given extra staff who have daily contact
with [key] ministries in line with its coordinating function’ (interview, 15 April 2021).
Financing, staffing and intellectual capacity are therefore among the Office's most
pressing issues, and it is currently unable to develop youth policy with any consistency,
despite its role as inter-departmental coordinator. ‘We can't do much more because
we simply don’t have the capacity, or else we actually don’t have the power to begin
developing it at this stage’ (Dolores Kores, interview, 18 May 2021). One of the main
problems that arises here concerns other actors in the sector with considerably more
human resource capacities and the power to allocate funds to organisations, which
indirectly gives them the role of policymakers in the public youth field. This can lead
to a lack of any kind of democratic or administrative accountability in the case of
private legal entities, which generally pursue the interests of their founders and are
not obliged to take the public interest into account.

Observations such as these have led many to reflect on the necessity of giving
greater recognition and additional powers to the Office for Youth. Tanja Baumkirher
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stresses that ‘it's not so important where an institution is; | think it's more important
what role it is granted, how much funding is earmarked for it, how many employees it
has, i.e. how much power it has, how much is invested in it’ (interview, 15 April 2021).
Tine Radinja agrees, and highlights the importance of providing sufficient funding to
the Office (interview, 9 April 2021), while Peter Debeljak is convinced that, in principle,
institutional engineering makes no difference. ‘You could be the super-ministry in
charge of galactic affairs [...] but if you don’t have the potentials, i.e. the human and
financial resources and the political support, and if there’'s no momentum to help you
open a window of opportunity, then it's not going to help’ (interview, 10 May 2021).
These resources can also be obtained by carrying out additional tasks, for example
by managing public programmes, that in some other systems are performed either by
public agencies or organisations with government office status (this is true of national
and international programmes alike). This arrangement would help programmes to
retain their identity and their sensitivity to the specifics of the youth sector.

The Office's political reality is that it is, to a degree, subject to the whims of politi-
cians and the level of interest they have in addressing the challenges faced by young
people and the youth sector — an honest assessment would be that it suits some
actors within and outside the sector to have a weak Office for Youth. This, and the fact
that the impacts of a high-quality youth policy tend to appear mainly over the long
term, i.e. beyond the bounds of a single parliamentary term, calls for well-considered
and strategic management from the Office capable of addressing the agenda of every
context as it arises, at the same time retaining the core areas of strategic focus. The
steps set out below are an attempt to show how this might be possible.

Looking towards the future

To optimise the work of the Office for Youth, an evaluation should be made of its
current position and powers; then, in accordance with the findings of the evaluation
and with its basic mission as the national authority in the youth field, the Office’s pow-
ers in both vertical and horizontal youth policy should be clearly and expertly defined.

If the complexity of youth policy is to be adequately addressed, the Office for
Youth's financial and human resources must be properly strengthened; this will have
a beneficial impact on the planning and delivery of the national youth programme
and other key tasks. This might also be done by assigning to the Office some of the
tasks that are currently performed by public agencies.

To make youth policy more relevant, the Office for Youth must, in addition to the
changes in its powers and responsibilities outlined above, acquire greater recognition
as the central Slovenian government authority in this field. This could consolidate its
role as inter-sectoral coordinator and as a link between national and local levels. This
could also be achieved by increasing its capacity to carry out analyses either on its
own or in partnership with research institutions.

The Office for Youth should formulate a clear operating strategy, in collaboration
with the youth sector, and pursue it through successive government terms. It should
provide a link between the national public policy agenda and European and local
agendas in a proactive and structured way. This will reduce its tendency to ‘react’ to
ideas introduced into the youth field — a tendency that, despite the best intentions,
only adds to the entropy.
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