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Introduction 

Public services refer to the goods and services provided by the government, 
either directly or indirectly, to citizens in the interest of promoting public welfare. 
Public services are specifi cally designed to cater to the demands and expectations 
of  citizens. Th e provision of  public services is  an indispensable function of  the 
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government, as  it facilitates national progress and advances justice and welfare 
in society (Pareek and Sole, 2022). Th e government may opt to deliver public ser-
vices directly or through private or non-governmental institutions and networks. 
Regardless of which modality is chosen, it is the government’s responsibility to en-
sure the smooth delivery of public services (Pokharel et al., 2017). 

Citizens have the right to  receive public services, and the government 
should provide them, serving as a means to strengthen the relationship between 
the state and its citizens (Gupta et al., 2023). Public services bridge the gap be-
tween the state and citizens, facilitating interaction through street-level agents 
of the state and promoting the welfare and well-being of the people (Pareek and 
Sole, 2022).

Th e provision of high-quality services to citizens that align with their expecta-
tions and demands is a fundamental responsibility of the government (Lamsal and 
Gupta, 2022). Failure to meet such expectations can erode trust and impede the 
establishment of democracy within a nation over time (Gupta, 2021). Th e quality 
of public services plays a crucial role in ensuring citizen satisfaction and restoring 
trust in the government (Pokharel et al., 2018; Pareek and Sole, 2022). It is the pri-
mary responsibility of the government to meet citizens’ demands and expectations 
through the provision of high-quality public services (Gupta et al., 2023). Timely 
and seamless provision of quality public services is an indication of good service 
performance, while citizens facing unnecessary diffi  culties in accessing services 
indicate poor public service performance (Gupta and Shrestha, 2021).

In recent times, public service institutions have been confronted with an in-
creasingly heightened demand for delivering highly effi  cient services compared 
to  previous periods (Hailu and Shifare, 2019). Th ese institutions are expected 
to uphold public values, including but not limited to eff ectiveness, effi  ciency, eq-
uity, and responsiveness in public service, with failure to do so resulting in media 
scrutiny, political principal examination, and citizen discontent (van den Bekerom 
et al., 2021). Public service institutions face a pervasive challenge as  they strive 
to better serve their citizens. In developing nations, public sector institutions face 
pressure due to the rising awareness and expectations of the public, fueled by civic 
education, social media, and technological advancement (Pokharel et al., 2017). 
Citizens anticipate improved public service performance from these institutions. 
To  meet their expectations, public services must be  innovatively designed and 
delivered to eff ectively and effi  ciently satisfy the needs and demands of citizens. 
Th e advancement of various models of public administration has sparked global 
interest in reforming public service design and delivery. Th is paper aims to discuss 
the diff erent models of public administration and provide an overview of their key 
attributes and implications for public service delivery. 

Th is paper seeks to answer the question: What are the key attributes of par-
adigm shift s in  public administration from traditional to  innovative models, 
and how do  these shift s impact the delivery of  public services? By  answering 
this question, a comprehensive understanding of  the paradigm shift  in public 
administration, transitioning from traditional to innovative approaches, and its 
impact on public service delivery can be gained. Furthermore, valuable insights 
into the distinctive features of each paradigm are provided, enabling policymak-
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ers to make well-informed decisions regarding public service delivery. Moreover, 
this paper contributes to the existing literature, serving as a valuable resource for 
researchers, policymakers, and practitioners who seek to comprehend the impli-
cations of paradigm shift s for public service delivery.

Public Service: A Paradigm Shift s 
Th e landscape of public service delivery has undergone a signifi cant trans-

formation with the emergence of various models of public administration. Soci-
etal changes act as driving forces behind paradigm shift s in public administra-
tion. Th e evolving needs, demands, and expectations of  society play a  crucial 
role in  these shift s in public service delivery. As citizens become more aware, 
engaged, and technologically connected, their expectations for public services 
increase, necessitating a paradigm shift . Technological advancements have revo-
lutionized the delivery of public services, leading to the adoption of digital tech-
nologies and e-governance platforms to  improve effi  ciency and transparency 
(Rai and Gupta, 2023). Political ideologies and governance philosophies also 
infl uence paradigm shift s as  leaders and governments adopt alternative mod-
els aligned with their policy priorities and approaches to governance. Since the 
early 1980s, the public administration system has undergone signifi cant trans-
formations due to the infl uence of market-oriented management (Elias Sarker, 
2006). Economic factors, such as  the rise of  neoliberalism in  the 1980s, have 
emphasized effi  ciency, market-based solutions, and cost-eff ectiveness in public 
services (Hood, 1989). Additionally, the interconnectedness of the global econo-
mies facilitates the exchange of  ideas, best practices, and lessons learned, in-
spiring the adoption of innovative models as countries learn from each other’s 
achievements and challenges.

Th roughout the history of public administration, scholars and practitioners 
have proposed a plethora of principles, models, and theories to augment the ef-
fectiveness and effi  ciency of  public service provision (Kularathne, 2017). Some 
notable paradigm shift s in public administration include the Old Public Adminis-
tration, New Public Management, New Public Services, New Public Governance, 
Public Value Management, Digital Era Governance, and Whole of Government 
approaches. Th ese paradigm shift s have signifi cant practical implications for entire 
public administration systems. Th ese implications are geared towards enhancing 
service delivery, improving effi  ciency, promoting citizen engagement, and adapt-
ing to evolving societal expectations. Th rough the adoption of innovative models, 
public administrations can eff ectively meet the changing needs of  their citizens 
and provide relevant, effi  cient, and accountable public services. Public adminis-
tration systems in diff erent countries encounter distinct challenges and contexts. 
Paradigm shift s allow for the customization and adaptation of approaches to fi t 
specifi c circumstances, considering local cultural, social, and economic factors. 
Th is fl exibility enables public administrations to  address local needs while also 
benefi ting from global best practices. In this article, we provide a detailed discus-
sion of paradigm shift s in public administration, elucidating their salient features 
and implications for public service delivery.
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Old (traditional) Public Administration 

Th e Old Public Administration (OPA), also recognized as traditional public 
administration, was substantially infl uenced by the ideas of German sociologist 
Max Weber. Weber emphasized top-down control through a monocratic hierar-
chy, where policies were formulated at the highest level and implemented through 
a  series of offi  ces, with each manager and worker being accountable to a  supe-
rior (Pfi ff ner, 1999). Weberian thought was characterized by formalism, vertical 
hierarchies, narrow communication networks, and resistance to  external infl u-
ences (Wojciech, 2017). Th e OPA emphasized centralized control, the establish-
ment of  rules and guidelines, rule-based administration, meritocracy, a  career 
system, impartiality, division of labour, an apolitical civil service, permanence and 
stability, internal regulation, separation of  policy-making and implementation, 
and a hierarchical organizational structure (Peter, 1996; Osborne, 2006). Essen-
tially, the OPA viewed the government as the sole independent and authoritative 
actor, owing to  its bureaucratic, hierarchical systems and procedures governing 
public service (Ikeanyibe et al., 2017). Public service delivery was based on legal 
rational authority, jurisdiction, hierarchy, compliance, processes, and procedures, 
rather than focusing on outcomes and results.

In the OPA, public servants were expected to provide public services to in-
dividuals hierarchically, based on  pre-determined compliance that served the 
public interest rather than the private interest (Robinson, 2015). Public servants 
played a crucial role in  implementing policies that were established by higher-
level authorities in the OPA paradigm. Public servants were expected to maintain 
an exceptional level of professionalism and impartiality in their work. Th e OPA 
valued an apolitical civil service, where public servants had to remain neutral and 
nonpartisan in their work, regardless of their political beliefs. Th is was deemed 
indispensable to ensure fair and objective delivery of public services without any 
discrimination. Public servants were held accountable for their performance 
by their immediate superiors and ultimately by those at the top of the organiza-
tional hierarchy.

Although the OPA was the dominant model of public administration in many 
countries during the 20th century, it has received criticism for its excessive bureau-
cracy, ineffi  ciency, lack of responsiveness to citizen needs, and failure to achieve 
desired outcomes. However, professionalism, impartiality and adherence to rules 
and guidelines were seen as crucial to public service delivery. Critics argue that 
an excessive focus on processes and procedures might impede innovation and re-
sponsiveness to evolving societal needs. Th e hierarchical structure and resistance 
to  external infl uences within the OPA may also restrict collaboration and hin-
der eff ective decision-making. Th ese criticisms raise important questions. For in-
stance, does the emphasis on centralized control and rule-based administration 
hinder the agility and adaptability of public service delivery? Does the emphasis 
on impersonality and division of labor limit opportunities for collaboration and 
innovation? Can public servants truly remain apolitical, or does it create a discon-
nect between the government and the diverse needs of society? Th ese questions 
warrant careful consideration. 
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Despite the criticism of  the OPA, many countries such as China, France, 
India, Italy, Japan, South Korea, Spain, the United Kingdom, and Nepal, among 
others, still adhere to the OPA model. However, the extent of  its implementa-
tion varies across countries. For instance, China and France have a more cen-
tralized and bureaucratic system compared to Japan and South Korea. Further-
more, countries like the United Kingdom, and New Zealand, among others, have 
implemented NPM reforms (Lapuente and Van de Walle, 2020) to make their 
administrative systems more market-oriented and performance-based. Cur-
rently, several models of public administration have emerged to eff ectively meet 
the needs of citizens and society. Nevertheless, the OPA continues to be widely 
recognized as  one of  the most infl uential and renowned theories in  the fi eld, 
with some of  its key features endured over time (Hood, 1995; Kickert, 1997), 
even in the ever-evolving landscape of public governance (Osborne, 2010). Lane 
(1994) contends that this model remains an indispensable foundation in the fi eld 
of public administration, notwithstanding the introduction of various ‘modern’ 
paradigms. 

While it has provided a solid foundation, the exploration of alternative para-
digms and innovative approaches may be necessary to address complex and dy-
namic demands of contemporary governance.

New Public Management 

In the late 1970s, the OPA faced signifi cant criticism, leading to  the intro-
duction of market-based principles known as New Public Management (NPM). 
Christopher Hood pioneered the NPM paradigm, aiming to integrate private sec-
tor and business principles into public administration (Çolak, 2019). Th e initial 
NPM reforms were introduced in Anglo-Saxon countries, specifi cally the United 
Kingdom and New Zealand (Lapuente and Van de  Walle, 2020). Subsequently, 
these reforms quickly expanded globally, particularly in  advanced democracies 
within the OECD (Clift on and Díaz-Fuentes, 2011), albeit with notable variations 
among countries (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2017). Th e NPM movement encompassed 
various reforms in the public sector. Th ese reforms aimed to enhance the effi  cien-
cy of public service delivery and ensure accountability for performance (Nguyen 
et al., 2016). NPM advocates for decentralized management, delegation of discre-
tion, contracting for products and services, and the use of market mechanisms 
such as competition and customer service to achieve better results (Pfi ff ner, 1999). 
Furthermore, it  promotes a  client-centered approach to  administration, demo-
cratic decision-making, de-bureaucratization, and decentralization of administra-
tive procedures to improve the effi  ciency and humanistic quality of public services 
(Hughes, 2003). NPM also strives to make the public sector more competitive and 
result-oriented, emphasizing community empowerment and customer satisfac-
tion through public services (Osborne and Gaebler, 1992).

Within the NPM paradigm, public servants are expected to create a perfor-
mance-driven culture, emphasizing the delivery of  delivering high-quality ser-
vices and being responsive to  citizens. Th ey are encouraged to  think creatively 
and adopt new technologies and management practices. However, it  is essential 
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to consider the potential confl icts that may arise when prioritizing performance 
over the broader public interest. How can public servants balance effi  ciency, crea-
tivity and the imperative to tackle complex societal challenges and meet the di-
verse needs of citizens? Th is question is of great importance and deserves careful 
consideration in the framework of NPM. 

Despite the widespread adoption of NPM by many countries, including the 
United Kingdom, Australia, and New Zealand (Halligan, 2013) to improve public 
service performance, criticisms of NPM in the new millennium have emerged, 
prompting the exploration of alternative models. Th ese models, referred to as 
post-NPM trends, share some similarities to  NPM but focus on  specifi c are-
as (Lodge and Gill, 2011; Christensen and Lægreid, 2011; Christensen, 2012). 
Th e post-NPM trends aim to  establish sustainable, eff ective, and up-to-date 
public administration, and include concepts such as  new public service, new 
public governance, public value management, digital era governance, and whole 
of government approaches (Çolak, 2019; Wu and He, 2009). To eff ectively ad-
dress the limitations and challenges identifi ed within the NPM paradigm, 
it is crucial to explore how these post-NPM models can provide eff ective solu-
tions. Additionally, what valuable insights can be obtained from NPM to guide 
the development and implementation of  these alternative models? Answering 
these questions is of utmost importance to meet the diverse needs of citizens, 
tackle the complex challenges faced by society, and ensure the delivery of high-
quality public services.

New Public Service 

Th e OPA paradigm and the NPM approach to public services are considered 
outdated (Denhardt and Denhardt, 2003). Th ey have been replaced by a new and 
innovative concept called New Public Service (NPS), which is a part of the post-
NPM trends. Robert B. Denhardt and Janet V. Denhardt are the pioneers of NPS, 
which places citizens, communities, and civil society at the forefront of public 
management (Robinson, 2015). NPS is guided by seven principles that prioritize 
serving over steering, prioritize citizenship and public service above entrepre-
neurship, encourage strategic thinking and democratic behavior, focus on serv-
ing citizens instead of customers, acknowledge the complexity of accountability, 
and value individuals over just productivity (Denhardt and Denhardt, 2000). 

Public servants are responsible to incorporate these principles into public 
service delivery. However, it  is imperative to conduct a comprehensive assess-
ment of the practical implications of these principles. How can public servants 
successfully balance between serving citizens and attaining effi  cient and eff ective 
public service delivery? What obstacles might emerge when prioritizing citizen-
ship over entrepreneurship and productivity? How can democratic accountabil-
ity be eff ectively ensured in the NPS paradigm? Th ese questions require careful 
consideration and in-depth exploration. 

Th e NPS underscores that public servants ought to assist citizens in articu-
lating and achieving their shared objectives, rather than steering or controlling 
society towards new directions (Denhardt and Denhardt, 2000). Public servants 
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(managers) require skills that extend beyond the ability to control or direct soci-
ety in the pursuit of policy solutions. It is crucial for them to emphasize broker-
ing, negotiating, and resolving intricate problems in collaboration with citizens 
(Robinson, 2015). Public servants should consider legal and regulatory issues, 
community values, political norms, professional standards, and citizens’ inter-
ests (Solong, 2017). Th e NPS also highlights the importance of building trust 
and cooperation with citizens and stakeholders, rather than simply respond-
ing to  customer demands, and promoting opportunities for citizen participa-
tion in addressing societal problems (Denhardt and Denhardt, 2000; Robinson, 
2015). Th e NPS stresses the importance of a public service ethos that is  root-
ed in  the ideals and motivations of public servants who are committed to  the 
broader public good (Denhardt and Denhardt, 2000). In this paradigm, public 
servants are expected to facilitate collaboration with citizens and stakeholders 
through various means, including working across organizational boundaries, 
forging partnerships with community organizations, and engaging in dialogue 
with citizens to identify and address public needs and concerns. Public servants 
have to prioritize citizens, communities, and civil society over customers, aim-
ing to establish trusting and cooperative relationships, encourage citizen partici-
pation in resolving societal issues, foster collaboration with citizens and stake-
holders, and uphold democratic accountability. Within the NPS, public servants 
play an indispensable role in achieving public value, democratic accountability, 
and collaboration with citizens and stakeholders. 

New Public Governance 

The New Public Governance (NPG) paradigm emerged during the 1990s 
and has gained significant momentum since the early 2000s. The NPG, which 
is rooted in governance theory, was introduced by Osborne, and is considered 
the most prominent model among post-NPM trends. The development of NPG 
was influenced by  several factors, including the growing recognition of  the 
limitations of NPM and the need for a more collaborative and network-based 
approach to  public service. The need for a  holistic model that goes beyond 
the distinction between administration and management and offers a  more 
systematic public management philosophy has led to the development of NPG 
(Osborne, 2006). The NPG seeks to  blend the strengths of  OPA and NPM 
by  acknowledging the legitimacy and interdependence of  the policymaking, 
implementation, and service delivery processes (Osborne, 2006). The NPG 
places the citizen as co-producers of policies and service delivery distinguish-
ing the NPG from OPA and NPM (Robinson, 2015). The NPG emphasizes cost 
reduction, increasing the overall efficiency and effectiveness of publicly fund-
ed services, emphasizing effective partnerships among service providers and 
well-functioning networks linked to  government funders (Vinokur-Kaplan, 
2018). The NPG is  value-centered, arguing that the purpose of  government 
is to achieve the greater good rather than just increased performance, efficacy, 
or responsiveness in the execution of a specific program (Moore, 1994, 1995; 
Alford, 2002; Stoker, 2006).
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Th e NPG paradigm espouses a pluralistic state in which multiple independ-
ent actors collaborate to provide cost-eff ective and effi  cient public services, and 
numerous mechanisms inform the policy-making process (Osborne, 2006). 
Th is approach enables the use of stakeholders, networks, cooperation, and alli-
ances, emphasizing engagement and unifi ed services, as well as new forms of co-
production that prioritize a more engaged citizen model (Çolak, 2019; Ikeanyibe 
et al., 2017). Th e NPG seeks to reimagine the role of the public sector through 
citizen engagement and network governance (Bingham et al., 2005; Boyte, 2005), 
encouraging public bodies to engage a diverse array of stakeholders in formal, 
consensus-oriented, and deliberative collaborative decision-making processes 
(Berkett et al., 2013). It places a strong emphasis on inter-organizational part-
nerships, process governance, service effi  cacy, and outcomes (Osborne, 2006), 
setting it  apart from OPA, which tends to  prioritize intra-organizational pro-
cesses within the government sphere over inter-organizational processes among 
government, private, and non-profi t actors (Osborne et al., 2013).

Th e NPG paradigm places a  strong emphasis on  the indispensable role 
of public servants in promoting collaboration among stakeholders and deliver-
ing public services that prioritize the collective welfare of citizens. In contrast 
to viewing public servants as mere bureaucratic enforcers of policies and pro-
cedures, the NPG recognizes them as active participants in policy formulation, 
implementation and delivery services. Public servants engage in consensual and 
deliberative collaborative decision-making processes to ensure that policies and 
services are tailored to meet the needs of citizens. Th ey are also expected to es-
tablish alliances with private and non-profi t entities to improve service effi  cacy 
and outcomes, involving citizens as co-producers in policymaking and service 
delivery. Th is requires strong public relations and engagement skills on the part 
of public servants to foster a sense of ownership of policies and services deliv-
ered. By  actively involving various stakeholders in  policy making and service 
delivery, public servants contribute to  the overall effi  ciency and eff ectiveness 
of services, which ultimately enhances the well-being of citizens. 

Th e NPG has gained acceptance in numerous countries worldwide. Howev-
er, the implementation of NPG varies among these nations due to their distinct 
political, economic, and social contexts. Successful implementation of the NPG 
necessitates prioritizing reforms that emphasize collaborative decision-making, 
citizen participation, engagement of diverse stakeholders, fostering an account-
able culture, and adopting networked governance structures (Bingham et  al., 
2005; Boyte, 2005; Berkett et al., 2013). To achieve this, it is crucial to establish 
a signifi cant level of trust, collaboration, and cooperation between stakeholders. 
Additionally, creating a supportive political and bureaucratic environment is vi-
tal for the NPG to thrive. Failure to meet these conditions may hinder the NPG’s 
impact on public service delivery. By embracing collaboration, networks, and 
trust as foundational principles, the public sector can unlock its full potential, 
resulting in improved eff ectiveness, effi  ciency, and equity, ensuring the seamless 
delivery of high-quality public services to citizens. 

Despite the signifi cant role played by the NPG in recent years in public ser-
vice delivery, it is imperative to critically examine key questions related to the 
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NPG. Specifi cally, how can public servants eff ectively engage citizens as co-pro-
ducers and ensure their meaningful participation in policy-making and service 
delivery? Moreover, what challenges may arise in balancing citizen engagement 
with the need for cost-eff ectiveness and effi  ciency? It is also crucial to address 
how public servants can eff ectively navigate inter-organizational partnerships 
and ensure accountability and eff ectiveness in  service delivery. Additionally, 
what measures can be  implemented to  address potential confl icts of  interest 
or  power imbalances among stakeholders? A  thorough exploration of  these 
questions is essential to understand the practical implications of  the NPG for 
public service delivery.

Public Value Management 

Mark Moore (1994, 1995) introduced the concept of Public Value Manage-
ment (PVM), also known as the public value model, in his seminal book ‘Creating 
Public Value – Strategic Management in Government’. It was introduced as a cri-
tique, reaction, and alternative to the previous public service approaches of OPA 
and NPM (O’Flynn, 2007; Coats and Passmore, 2008; Wu and He, 2009). Th e PVM 
framework emphasizes the importance of creating public value as the primary goal 
of public managers, akin to the private sector’s focus on maximizing shareholder 
value (Moore, 1995). Th e PVM, as a form of governance, off ers opportunities for 
extensive exchange between those who govern and the governed, providing PVM 
managers with the means to  facilitate dialogue between these parties (Stoker, 
2006; Shaw, 2013). Although public value has gained signifi cant attention, a clear 
defi nition remains elusive (O’Flynn, 2007). According to Kelly et al. (2002), pub-
lic value is generated by the government through services, rules, regulations, and 
other acts largely decided by the public. In contrast, O’Flynn (2005) views public 
value as a multi-dimensional construct that expresses the collective and politically 
mediated desires of the citizenry, shaped not only by outcomes but also through 
processes that can generate confi dence or fairness. Stoker (2006) posits that public 
value is created through deliberation between elected and appointed government 
offi  cials and key stakeholders, representing more than just the individual desires 
of consumers or producers of public services. Th is lack of consensus raises issues 
of how public value can be accurately measured, evaluated, and incorporated into 
decision-making processes for public services.

Th e public value serves not only as a measure of government performance, 
but also as  a  basis for informing policy decisions and shaping service delivery 
(O’Flynn, 2007). Th e PVM focuses on creating public value for and with the pub-
lic through deliberation and co-production processes. Th ese processes go beyond 
achieving outcomes and involve in deliberative processes to defi ne, deliver, and 
assessment of public services (Knoll, 2012). Todorut and Tselentis (2015) assert that 
public value can be generated in a number of ways, a key aspect of which is to en-
gage the group of people in discussions to determine their contribution and benefi ts 
in creating public value. Th e three primary components of public value creation, 
namely service, result, and trust/legitimacy, as defi ned by Kelly et al. (2002), are pre-
sented in Table 1.
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Table 1 
Components of Public Value

Component Descriptions 

Service – Vehicle for providing public value to users through actual 
service experiences and the allocation of justice, equity and related 
values to citizens.
– User satisfaction is a key determinant of public value 
and is infl uenced by several factors, including customer service, 
availability of information, user preferences, service use 
and advocacy

Outcome – Achievement of desired end outcomes, which oft en overlap 
with services, should be considered separately as they encompass 
much higher value expectations.
– Results are oft en considered by the public as a critical component 
of government performance

Trust/legitimacy – Main sources that are vital to the creation of public value include 
not only meeting formal service and outcome targets, but also 
maintaining confi dence and trust, as a decline in these factors could 
ultimately rescind the public value.
– Foundation of relations between citizens and government is trust.
– Services that have a direct impact on life and liberty, such as health 
and policing, are of utmost importance and this importance extends 
to other services, including social services and education

Source: Kelly et al., 2002 

In the realm of public administration and policy, the government provides 
a multitude of  services that are highly valued by  the public. Th ese services can 
be broadly categorized divided into three groups: services, outcomes, and trust, 
with some degree of although there is some overlap between them. Th e empha-
sis placed on attaining outcomes and desired results within the framework of the 
PVM raises questions regarding the process of determining, measuring, and at-
tributing these outcomes to public value. Although outcomes are widely recog-
nized as critical elements of government performance, the task of separating them 
from services and conducting separate assessments can be intricate and arduous. 
Identifying appropriate indicators and metrics to evaluate outcomes, and attribut-
ing those outcomes to specifi c public services, can lead to debates about causal-
ity, accountability and resource allocation. Th e PVM framework also places sig-
nifi cant emphasis on trust and legitimacy as crucial components of public value. 
However, the factors that contribute to trust and legitimacy can vary in diverse 
contexts and among diff erent stakeholders. Debates may arise regarding the es-
tablishment, maintenance, and evaluation of  trust in  the context of  public ser-
vice delivery. Moreover, the inherent tension between meeting formal service and 
outcome targets and maintaining trust and confi dence may pose challenges and 
require compromises for public servants.

Satisfaction of service users is a crucial factor in achieving public value (Kelly 
et al., 2002). Citizens who use public services expect a level of satisfaction on par 
with that of the private sector. Factors such as good customer service, timely and 
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accurate information, and a  wide range of  options contribute to  and infl uence 
service user satisfaction (Bojang, 2020). Adopting a public value approach allows 
organizations to maintain their performance and ensure citizen (customer) sat-
isfaction with their work processes (Yotawut, 2018). Th e PVM reconceptualizes 
citizens as  active agents in  determining service provision and as  collaborators 
in decisions regarding program content and objectives (Shaw, 2013). Recognizing 
citizens as active agents of service delivery requires careful consideration of their 
representation, inclusivity and the incorporation of diverse perspectives. Moreo-
ver, it may require additional resources, expertise and eff orts for capacity-build-
ing. Citizen entitlement to services is a defi ning feature of public services, and the 
most essential element of  such services, public value, has the potential to opti-
mize stakeholder value enhance management, and ensure optimal service delivery 
(Yotawut, 2018). Th e PVM acknowledges that adopting a more practical approach 
to selecting public service providers would lead to a higher degree of public value 
optimization (O’Flynn, 2007). Th e PVM approach stresses the importance of pub-
lic participation, continuous improvement, and service users’ satisfaction in the 
provision of  public services. Within the PVM framework, public servants have 
a vital role in  implementing government policies and delivering public services 
that generate public value. Collaboration with citizens is essential to ensure that 
public services eff ectively meet their needs and optimize public value. To achieve 
this, public servants must incorporate citizens’ feedback, preferences, and priori-
ties into the design and delivery of public services through participatory and de-
liberative processes. 

Th ey should also prioritize the maintenance of  trust and legitimacy be-
tween government and citizens by meeting formal performance and outcome 
targets and ensuring citizen confi dence. Particularly in services that directly life 
and liberty, public servants must provide high- quality services to uphold citi-
zens’ trust in government. Public servants work closely with citizens to design 
and deliver public services, prioritize citizen satisfaction and maintain trust and 
legitimacy. Public participation and continuous improvement are crucial for 
achieving high quality services. Th us, public servants must engage citizens and 
continuously enhance public services to optimize public value.

Digital Era Governance

Dunleavy et al. (2005) introduced the concept of Digital Era Governance 
(DEG) in their scholarly article titled ‘New Public Management is Dead – Long 
Live Digital Era Governance’ published in  2005. Th eir proposition originated 
from the acknowledgment that the existing New Public Management (NPM) 
system falls short of  achieving the desired outcomes in  the areas of disaggre-
gation, competition, and incentivization. Th us, Dunleavy et  al. (2005) argue 
for a modification of public administration in  light of  these developments. 
Th e DEG ideology endorses the extensive internet culture in government and 
acknowledges that the proliferation of the internet brings about not just techni-
cal changes but also behavioural, cognitive, organizational, political, and cul-
tural transformations associated with the digital revolution (Wojciech, 2017). 
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In DEG, digital technologies assume a pivotal role in shaping the organizational 
structure of government agencies. Th ese technologies drive signifi cant advance-
ments in communication, organizational structures, and service delivery mod-
els, and infl uence citizens’ expectations of  interactions with service providers 
(Clarke, 2020). Th e adoption of information technology, the internet, mobile de-
vices, and social media have transformed the management and delivery of pub-
lic services (Karippacheril, 2013). Public servants now dedicate the majority 
of  their time to  computers, which facilitate all government processes, enable 
the delivery of  public services via the internet, facilitate communication with 
citizens through social media, and lay the foundation for innovative govern-
ment action through big data (Meijer et al., 2018). Th e DEG also encompasses 
the digitization of administrative processes. Th e impact of DEG activities can 
be classifi ed into three key themes (Dunleavy et al., 2005), as depicted in Table 2.

Table 2
DEG Th eme and Component

Th eme Components 

Reintegration Rollback of agencifi cation, joined-up governance, 
re-govern-mentalization, reinstating central processes; radically 
squeezing production costs, reengineering back-offi  ce functions, 
procurement concentration and specialization, network simplifi cation

Needs-Based Holism Client-based or needs-based reorganization, one-stop provision, 
interactive and ‘ask once’ information-seeking, data warehousing; 
end-to-end service, reengineering, agile government processes

Digitization Processes Electronic service delivery, new forms of automated processes-zero 
touch technologies, radical disintermediation, active channel 
streaming, facilitating isocratic administration and co-production, 
moving toward an open-book government

Source: Dunleavy et. al., (2005), p. 481.

Th e current trend toward DEG encompasses the integration of functions into 
the governmental domain, a focus on comprehensive and -oriented systems, and 
the advancement of  administrative processes through digitalization (Dunleavy 
et al., 2005). In DEG, the government adopts a build-and-learn process involv-
ing citizens in the co-design of public policies and services. Th e DEG welcomes 
and incorporates citizen feedback in  the delivery of  public services, rendering 
top-down administration obsolete (Wojciech, 2017). Essentially Digital Govern-
ance, an advanced version of DEG, concentrates on two aspects: an administra-
tion and public service design framework, and a normative framework for policy-
making and service delivery. Th e framework for governance and public service 
design is grounded on fi ve principles: the provision of free public services, the use 
of existing digital information, one-time service delivery, the development of scal-
able services through competition, and isocratic (do-it-yourself) administration. 
Th e normative framework for policy-making and service delivery is based on four 
principles: the value of equality of outcome over process, the provision of formal 
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rights and real redress, the maintenance of  the state’s nodal obligation, and ex-
periential learning (Dunleavy and Margetts, 2015). In essence, the DEG lays the 
foundation for a public service delivery system that leverages digital technology 
in administering services.

In the realm of DEG, the onus lies on public servants to formulate and im-
plement digital strategies for public service delivery through digital technologies. 
It is their responsibility to ensure that government agencies have the necessary in-
frastructure, systems and processes in place to fa cilitate seamless and user-friend-
ly digital service delivery to citizens. Public servants play a crucial role in design-
ing digital services that meet the needs of citizens and incorporate user feedback 
into service delivery. Th ey are also accountable for developing policies and proce-
dures that foster the eff ective utilization of digital technologies in government op-
erations. Additionally, public servants are responsible for enhancing government 
agencies’ digital profi ciency and acting as catalysts in promoting a culture of in-
novation and collaboration both within and beyond government agencies. Ulti-
mately, public servants serve as critical agents of digital transformation in public 
administration in the digital age.

Th e role of DEG in delivering technology-based public services has become 
a top priority for almost all countries in the world in recent times. Countries are 
actively involved in  designing and delivering technology-based public services 
within the framework of DEG. However, there are critical issues that are closely 
associated with DEG. Firstly, how can government agencies eff ectively bridge the 
digital divide and ensure equitable access to digital services? Secondly, what ethi-
cal considerations should be taken into account regarding the collection, storage, 
and utilization of citizen data? How can public servants adapt to the evolving land-
scape of digital governance? Comprehensive answers to these questions are essen-
tial to eff ectively address the challenges associated with the practical implications 
of DEG on public service delivery.

Whole of Government 

In response to  the NPM reform, a  new wave of  reform known initially 
as ‘joined-up government’ and later as ‘whole of government,’ emerged (Chris-
tensen and Lægreid, 2006). Addressing the issue of coordination, these reform 
initiatives also sought to  tackle the problem of  integration (Mulgan, 2005). 
In 1997, Tony Blair’s government in Britain introduced the concept of  joined-
up government as  a  response to  departmentalism, tunnel vision, and vertical 
silos (Christensen and Lægreid, 2006). Diff erent countries use diff erent terms 
for the concept of whole of government, such as ‘joined-up government’ in Brit-
ain, ‘horizontal government’ in  Canada, ‘network government’ in  the United 
States, ‘whole of government’ in Australia, and ‘integrated government’ in New 
Zealand (Halligan, 2007; Colgan et al., 2014). While these terms are oft en used 
interchangeably, they are sometimes considered ‘fashionable slogans’ (Lægreid 
et  al., 2013). Th e slogans ‘joined-up-government’ and ‘whole of  government’ 
provided new labels for the traditional doctrine of  coordination in  the study 
of public administration (Hood, 2005).
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Th is approach is seen as a response to the siloization or pillarization of the 
public sector caused by the NPM reforms (Pollitt, 2003; Gregory, 2006), which 
aimed to eliminate independent departments or silos that operated without co-
ordination. Th ere is a growing trend towards integrated approaches to enhance 
interoperability and collaborative governance and move away from silo-based 
structures, disaggregation and organizational division (Nfi ssi et  al., 2018). 
Th e approach addresses the issue of coordination and coherence in  the context 
of NPM reforms, with the ultimate goal of achieving a seamless government (Col-
gan et al., 2014). Th e WOG approach, gaining global momentum, advocates for 
interconnectedness, coordination, and collaboration of  government functions, 
policymaking, and service delivery. It  promotes cross-offi  ce cooperation and 
collaboration to achieve government policy goals (Halligan, 2007), emphasizing 
a pragmatic working culture over formalized collaboration (Christensen and Læg-
reid, 2006). Th e  WOG approach takes a comprehensive view of governance and 
seeks to harmonize policies and activities across diverse sectors and levels of gov-
ernment in pursuit of a common objective.

Th e WOG approach places signifi cant importance on  both horizontal and 
vertical cooperation to  prevent contradictory policies, ensure the effi  cient use 
of  limited resources, foster synergies by bringing together various policy stake-
holders, and provide seamless services rather than fragmented ones (Pollitt, 2003). 
It represents a unifi ed and coherent set of activities undertaken by various insti-
tutions to provide a shared solution to specifi c problems or issues. Th e approach 
integrates collaborative eff orts among public sector agencies to achieve common 
objectives (United Nations, 2014). It underscores the need for unifi ed inter- and 
intra-agency coordination, cooperation, and partnership in  delivery of  public 
services. Th erefore, many countries worldwide have begun to incorporate this 
concept into their service delivery systems (Kularathne, 2017). Th e WOG ap-
proach enables public sector agencies to achieve results that would be unattainable 
if they worked in isolation. Clear goals, political commitment, feasible joint gov-
ernment structures, strong collaborative cultures, and incentives for collaboration 
are all critical factors for successful WOG implementation (Colgan et al., 2014).

Public servants have a vital responsibility to promote and ensure coherent 
and harmonious coordination, collaboration, and partnership among and within 
government agencies to eff ectively deliver public services. To achieve shared ob-
jectives and overcome conventional silos and departmental barriers, public serv-
ants should adopt a holistic approach to governance and an integrated working 
style that ensures consistency of policy and coordination between multiple gov-
ernment entities. Th ey should promote cross-offi  ce cooperation, interconnect-
edness, collaboration, and unifi ed inter- and intra-agency coordination for gov-
ernment duties, policymaking, and service delivery. In addition, public servants 
should encourage the effi  cient utilization of scarce resources by endorsing shared 
services and eliminating redundant activities. Moreover, they bear a responsibility 
to cultivate a collaborative culture by upholding transparency, openness, and mu-
tual trust among diverse agencies. Th e capability of public servants to work jointly 
with various government agencies is  fundamental to achieving collective policy 
goals and delivering seamless public services.
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While the importance of the WOG approach is undeniable in eliminating 
independent departments or silos that operate without coordination and provid-
ing seamless services instead of fragmented ones, its successful implementation 
raises several issues. Firstly, how can government agencies eff ectively overcome 
the challenges of coordination and coherence in a complex and diverse public 
sector? Secondly, what strategies can be employed to ensure the effi  cient alloca-
tion and utilization of  limited resources across multiple government entities? 
Additionally, how can the WOG approach strike a balance between harmoniza-
tion and the preservation of diversity among government policies and activities? 
Addressing these issues is crucial for developing a nuanced understanding of the 
practical implications and potential limitations of the WOG approach in public 
service delivery. 

Conclusion 

Public service delivery has undergone paradigm shifts, which represent 
a transformation in the design, delivery, and appraisal of public services. Techno-
logical progress, societal changes, changing citizen expectations, policy reforms, 
political ideologies, and economic and external factors drive paradigm shifts 
in public administration and are constantly evolving. 

Each paradigm has unique features and implications for public service de-
livery. Th erefore, public service providers need to understand these paradigms 
and their implications to navigate the dynamic and complex landscape of public 
governance eff ectively. Public servants have a responsibility to stay up  to date 
with global trends in public service and to incorporate them into their national 
context in order to create a more effi  cient and eff ective public service delivery 
system that meets the needs of society. Th erefore, public servants should con-
sistently appraise their public service systems to ensure that they are effi  ciently 
and eff ectively catering the needs of citizens and communities. 
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