



Dream in light years, challenge miles, walk step by step (Klickstein,1987).
Organisations have been tenacious in their efforts over time to change their organisational missions and practices, which has become the most considerable challenge for public sector organisations .
Since it has been a long time since government has entered new millennium, it is evident that new approaches to management in public sector are crucial due to the fact that market dynamics have imposed challenges for public organisations such as advances in technology, emergence of global economy, bigger social demand and the necessity to deliver more social services with fewer resources (McInerney & Barrows,2002). In contrast with the public sector, response mechanisms of the private sector have been developed to tackle recent challenges, however, government organisations have been slower to respond to different challenges, when one of its reasons may be budgetary constraints. A new approach that will assimilate modern strategic tools is compulsory for the public sector to attain enhanced performance and overall service quality (ibid).
Moreover, every organisation wants to have a strategy, as without one it is a sign of incompetence regardless of whether it is a strategy for the organisation as a whole, negotiations with stakeholders, or any other purposes. Strategy has its military origins from two Greek words, ‘stratos’ which means army, and ‘agein’, which means to lead. Initially, a strategy can be defined as an idea of objectives to be achieved and plans of action to be utilised in various situations, depending on the behaviour of the enemy (Ferreira et al., 2014). Public sector possess a diversity of strategies at both service and corporate level units, for instance, marketing strategy which emphasizes on what to produce, production and delivery strategy which is accountable on how it will be produced and delivered, and governance strategy that regulates general corporate purpose and principles. Further, Boyne and Walker (cited in Wauters,2019) have indicated that in comparison to the private sector, strategy in the public sector is not identified as a weapon to beat your rivals but as a tool to improve public services.
As stated by Bryson (2010, cited in George,2017), strategic planning (SP) is considered to be another relevant tool within contemporary public sector organisations, as it operates as methodical process of strategy formulation during which an environment of an organisation is scrutinized and strategic goals are being defined (Poister et al., 2013, cited in George,2017). That being said, in the opinion of Ugboro(et al., 2011, cited in Geogre,2017), in spite of its popularity, it is uncertain whether SP is effective or not, as some people proclaim that compound adaptive context of public organisations hinders effective use of SP and additional processes might be needed (Boivard,2008 cited in George,2017). Nevertheless, reviews have indicated that there is a deficiency of large sample evidence examining the productiveness of SP in public organisations (Bryson et al.,2010; cited in George,2017).
Chief executive Derek Smith (cited in Joyce,1999) has given an illustration of a strategic planning system evolution. To demonstrate, when he arrived at healthcare, he did not feel that environment is good enough to bring in strategic planning, so he decided to tackle the issues of strategic management at first, as there were problems with survival, services, finances, and need for direction at the top level of management. Smith has emphasized that it took him 18 months to address these issues, and eventually, some strategic problems were solved. 
When some would define management as a science and some as an art, the most important is that management is a procedure that is utilised to fulfil organisational goals. Namely, it is executed to meet organisational needs and its desires (Bohoris and Vorria,2008). On the other hand, strategic management (SM) that was previously demanded in private sector and now can be witnessed in public sector, is considered to be one of the most prominent managerial practices in government. In comparison to management, SM is defined as a management system that combines long-term planning, measurement, implementation and allocation as an ongoing process in public organisations. It is also viewed as a result-oriented technique that can be related to all levels of government. Many top managers and leaders in large public services organisations have underlined that their organisations are very large complex and large, and the outcomes are often too unpredictable to handle without strategic management, thus strategic management is a key in organisations (Joyce,1999).
SM is a significant assistant to managers and leaders, as it is providing means for boosting the performance of an organisation and helps them to motivate employees and to cooperate with other organisations. It has become a multi-function instrument which public service management must utilise in order to keep their organisations sustainable in both short and medium terms and to build for a long-term future. Nonetheless, since threats are growing fast, superior organisations who have strategic plans for next five or even ten years still may have to deal with them immediately, or in the short or medium terms (ibid).
There are a couple of models for SM that in general possess three common elements, such as strategic choice which involves selection and evaluation of strategic options like organisations strengths, expectations of stakeholders, opportunities created by the environment, or demands by external influences. There is also strategic analysis that defines a goal for organisations and comes up with a subject to develop strategies. The final element is implementation through programmes and projects (Association For Project Management, No Date). 
Another essential segment of effective strategic management is considered to be a strategic leadership where it leader pays attention to strategic direction. Strategic leaders ensure that the corporation is advancing towards a strategic vision. Leaders in modern public services believe that by sharing the power of authority with managers and employees will make an organisation flourish. Besides, a reliable strategic planning system will help its leaders to develop themselves and it will provide organisation powerful partnership working and to the needs of a public .
From being accountable for the performance of service delivery or for the solution of community problems, partnerships are taking significant role in public service organisations. Different public service institutions are sending strategic documents to their stakeholders for feedback, that should provide better services . 
Public organisations are structures whose existence is based on serving public purposes and satisfying stakeholders. Nevertheless, the number of stakeholders and their criteria for satisfaction may lead a corporation in many directions. Bryson, Ackermann and Eden (2007, cited in Giraudou & McIarney, 2014), have stated that the key to success lies within identifying and building strategic measurements to generate the best public value for key stakeholders at a reasonable cost. In order to proceed, it is necessary to find stakeholders, identify standards, and to develop a plan on how to meet their standards. McAdam and Walker (2003, cited in Williams & Lewis,2008) have stated that a multiple stakeholder approach is significantly important to force performance management beyond diagnostic tool.
Evidence of a problem due to absence of joint strategies can be found in Welsh NHS service, where District Health Authority and Family Health Service Authority have admitted that it is complicated to share same strategies when not only objectives of our organisation are different, but so are cultures (Talbot,2014). A strategy that is expanded to integrate the interests of key stakeholders is more substantial to cause a transformation.
There has been a transformation of strategic management theories over time, as they have been produced to fulfil both external and internal needs of the organisations and to satisfy the demand of the external environments. Furthermore, strategic management theories (SMT) have got to be enhanced to ensure the organisation remains competitively advanced .
Despite public services are providing indispensable services that society needs, the performance of it organisations can be defined as trivial due to the fact that they possess large budgets but still providing poor service instead of contributing more. People are making complaints about mismanagement and bureaucracy in institutions that meant to benefit the public (Drucker,1996).
In the opinion of Weber (cited in Farazmand,2009), bureaucracy is any organisation of modern society that possess key elements like rules and regulations to regulate relationship performance and organisation, plain hierarchy, division of labour and others. Bureaucracy can also be defined as any large corporation with logical functions, missions, processes, and notable effect on its external and internal conditions (ibid).
In fact, Weber himself is considered to be a supporter of bureaucracy, even though he was uncertain about its standards he had a perception of what bureaucracy can become. Weber (cited in Robinson,2005), presumed that bureaucratic form is a demonstration of the process of rationalisation of society. He was researching an area of interest in comprehending how rulers practised authority in legal ways, moreover, he has indicated that equality of treatment, distinct hierarchy, functions bounded by rules, and complete rules themselves are key elements of bureaucratic organisations (ibid).
Unlike Weber, Henri Fayol (cited in Robinson,2005) saw bureaucracy as a superior form of organisation. He believed that planning, organising, commanding, coordinating, and controlling are key management functions. Further, he defined 14 principles of management, that included vital concepts like division of work, authority, discipline and equity. Even though the command and control method is contradictive to modern prominence on employee participation, it is evident that many organisations have to maintain certain level of hierarchy and directness in command and accountability to maintain effectiveness. Furthermore, any organisation that has to rapidly tackle an emergency, an organisation like armed forces, have to have a comprehension of each members role and responsibilities (ibid).
Acknowledging that modern society is a subject of constant and swift developments, Senge (cited in Robinson,2005) asserts that only a skilled and flexible organisation will prevail. In order to outrun rivals, it is crucial for organisations to engage all available workforce, without regard to their level, and develop their abilities to learn. Ambitious learning organisations have to know how to change perception and focus to allow themselves to develop. Learning organisations have got to grasp disciplines like system thinking, personal mastery, mental models, building shared vision, and team learning to be able sustainable (Robinson,2005).
Modern society has an abundance of available management tools and concepts, however, Harvard Business School’s Business Policy Model (BPM) is considered to be the most predominant strategic management theory, which in future has put together a New Public Management theory, which role is imperative in many public sector organisations (NPM).
In the 1980s, the incentives of change, such as budgetary pressure, have forced majority of Western countries to put an effort in making the public sector lean and more competitive while simultaneously attempting to make public administration more responsive to the needs of citizen’s by offering flexibility, transparency, and value for money (OECD, 1993:9, cited in Bovaird & Loeffler,2016). As a result, the academic community have defined this motion as ‘new public management’ (Hood,1991, cited in Bovaird & Loeffler,2016).
NPM and BPM are both underlining three elements pivotal to strategic management such as the value to be created, organisational capabilities, and the environment  
Instead of building co-operative relationships with companies once NPM was developed, it was seeking to obtain a competitive advantage over others. Nevertheless, in the 1990s it has become evident that multi-actor collaboration is mandatory 
In contrast to management, NPM can be described as a much more revolutionary re-examination of public administration (Hood,1991 cited in Talbot, 2014). In fact, Gun (1988:21, cited in Talbot,2014) believes that NPM is excessively oversimplified process which holds that government have got to gain understanding from more efficient practices in the private sector, and become more systematic themselves. As believed by Hood(1991:4-5, cited in Talbot,2014), the most critical elements of NPM are participative management that includes visible and active managers who possess control, responsibility, and freedom to manage. Comprehensible measures of performance and defined goals, advanced output controls and resource allocation together with rewards associated with measured performance. Shift to decentralisation and desegregation by breaking up monolithic units and working on decentralized one-line budgets. Preference for mixed provision and competition, establishing rivalry to reduce costs. Substantial flexibility in hiring and rewards, with a need to utilise private sector tools and significance on the greater economy in cutting costs, resources, increasing productivity, doing more with fewer resources.
These guidelines are asserted by New Public Governance, which improves the delivery of public services by improving negotiation, cooperation and participation of appropriate stakeholders (Wauters,2019).
Moreover, if you compare NPM and BPM it can be witnessed that NPM’s key components are showing a connection with BPM’s key elements, for the reason that NPM has derived them from BPM. To illustrate, if BPM managers are trained in the theory of practice and management, then NPM has hands-on professional management. Both NPM and BPM focus on output controls and shift to disaggregation of units in the public sector. Also, both theories have emphasized the importance of performance measurement and discipline in resource use.
NPM has been a reason for the increase in the power of managers and decrease in discretion for professional employees in public service. The managers would have necessary tools such as performance management and objective setting to innovate public services (McInerney & Barrows,2002). Managers were not only given a bigger role in policy-making comparing to how it was before but according to some, rebalancing had gone too far in those countries where management has been underrated in the public sector . In fact, presence of NPM could be seen while comparing different countries (Page,2005, cited in McInerney & Barrows,2002). 
Processes of disaggregation, devolution and decentralisations were believed to lead public sector to prosperity(Gray & Jenkins,1995 cited in Van De Walle & Hammerschmid,2011), despite that new way of thinking inside of corporations resulted in divergence of tasks like policy advice, regulation, ownership function and control that was always organised together into separate units (Christensen and Lægreid 2003a, cited in Van De Walle & Hammerschmid,2011). As a result of disaggregation of the public sector into competing public and business units, market and non-profit bodies, the public sector has come into pressure (Rhodes,1994, cited in Van De Walle & Hammerschmid,2011).
Van Thiel and Leeuw (2002) have recommended to disaggregate multifunctional public bodies in order to replace them with single-purpose bodies. This recommendation was suggesting that intentional separation and diffusion of functions would amend control and boundaries, and provide competition between new organisations.
Nonetheless, disaggregation has diminished the essence of work by focusing on accountability and control system sacrificing coordination (Norman,2003, cited in Van De Walle & Hammerschmid,2011). After fragmentation was classified as accidental effect of NPM reform, coordination has become a major problem in making NPM work, in addition to that, structural disaggregation of the public sector has indicated lack of coordination, duplication, and waste (Webb,1991, Rhodes,1994, cited in Van De Walle & Hammerschmid,2011).
Norman (2003, cited in Van De Walle & Hammerschmid,2011) has highlighted that newsystems of control, incentives and evaluation haven resulted in prevention from collaboration with different services, in spite of encouragement of cooperation in public services. Instead of developing into more effective, efficient and entrepreneurial organisations, NPM led organisations could become hollow states (Greve,2008, cited in Van De Walle & Hammerschmid,2011).
Even with sufficient performance management and measuring system embedded into the public sector that will not only enhance productivity, quality and efficiency but also set clear targets,  performance measurement is still restricted despite an effort in creating multi-dimensional systems that would involve not only technical or financial aspect. Although measurement is a fundamental component, numerous services delivered by the public sector are hard to measure, thus government services are in need of soft judgement instead of hard measurement .
Furthermore, when it comes to comparing NPM with public sector realities, it can be seen that if hands-on professional management prevails in the doctrinal component of the NPM, then in public sector it would be established only if managers would be trained in private sector practices like their private sector counterparts. NPM possess clear standards and performance measures which would be nearly impossible to utilise in many areas of the public sector due to issues with uncertainty, asymmetry of information, asset specificity and interdependence. If NPM allows disaggregation of units in the public sector, then in reality interdependence of public functions can cause aggregation and disaggregation complicated. Culture and attitude of public sector managers may not suit public purposes .
NPM reforms have been related to neo-liberal thinking and being responsible for the repercussion on public service morality, unequal care of people, and reduction in the cohesion of local communities. NPM propositions for public organisations are uncertain, as they tend to impair public values and social equality .
Mintzberg (1996) believes that public services cannot and should not be adopting business methods of the private sector, as it is not the only management model available. Even though it has components that are relevant to the public sector, it also possesses major limitations.
The opinion of Drucker (1973) is correlating with the opinion of Mintzberg, as he claims that public organisations are radically different in purpose than business organisations due to different values. He believes that three most known reasons for the failure of public service organisations are that their managers are not systematic and efficient enough, they need better people, and their outcomes and goals are intangible. However, outcomes and objectives of an organisation have to be tangible to make stakeholders aware of the situation. Another main issue of public organisation is not their costs but inefectiveness.
Drucker (1973) has also given an example of a council, who finds ineffective to focus on a small number of goals instead of a big number of it, which consequently that leads to goal diffusion. There is an abundance of goals that are unattained due to an effort to cover them all. Achievement of a goal is the priority of public value scorecard, it has to indicate why it exists and what value it brings (Moore,2013, cited in Drucker,1973).
To get your job done right, you need to clarify an aim of your business, set objectives, hire effective managers, set priorities, determine performance measurements, and scrutinise unachievable objectives (Drucker,1973). 
Ultimately, public sector organisations have to apply a variety of strategies to achieve their goals, as they will face different obstacles that may prevent them to attain their goal or to utilise a strategy. It managers are crucial in achieving the end result, as there is a chance that they may be unsuccessful in the generation of strategic planning effort or relevant decision-making process. Presence of strategic planning does not indicate that organisation will achieve its goals (Leskaj,2017). It is significantly important to be aware of the interests of stakeholders in public sector management. Feedback of government to these interests and interests of society is also rudimentary to service performance and delivery (McInerney and Barrows,2002).
In conclusion, management is the most critical component of any organisation, and there is no organisation that will fulfil their needs and goals without an appropriate level of management. Modern society has many challenges and organisations have to face thus, thus it is essential to utilise management theories for management and leadership success. Not only biggest public service organisations have got to implement theories, but also colleges and schools have to have a knowledge of the science of management and its theories to overcome any difficulties and to use inputs and outputs in a most economical and methodical way (Nadrifar et al, 2016).
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