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Strategic Management for Public Organisations
Assignment 1: Critically review management strategy theories for modern public-sector organisations, highlighting the difficulties and limitations in achieving satisfactory outcome for all stakeholders.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Lynch (2012) breaks strategic management down into three main viewpoints; the prescriptive, emergent and modern consensus views. The prescriptive view is defined as an organisation’s identified purpose and how an organisation strives to achieve this purpose; It is very much a method of planning for the future and carrying this out over a specified timeframe. The prescriptive view incorporates two main elements, corporate level strategy and business level strategy, the decisions in relation to overall direction of an organisation and then the individual business departments goals of completing their work in relation to that bigger corporate picture and how their work fits into this. Lynch explains that Ansoff and Drucker, two early commentators, both referred to these aspects of strategy. However, the emergent view on strategic management, the alternative viewpoint of many strategists, suggests that the future is too uncertain to be able to create a single strategy and work towards this singular plan. The Emergent view is a far more dynamic approach that doesn’t necessarily see strategy come to fruition as strategy can evolve and change over time along with market trends and the experiences of the organisation. The modern consensus view, however, does provide a newer and more adaptive view of strategic management, a view point that Lynch believes to be the definition of strategic management in the 21st century. The modern consensus is that prescriptive or intended and emergent initiatives taken by senior leaders including the utilisation of their resources on behalf of stake holders is what defines strategic management, very much a merger of the two previous viewpoints.
Poister and Streib (1999) take Lynch’s modern consensus further by explaining that strategic management goes beyond the principal element of planning and must involve resource management, implementation and control of these strategies but that continual evaluation is key to their success, very much like Poister’s (2010:249) later theory that strategic management is “concerned with ensuring that strategy is implemented effectively and encouraging strategic learning, thinking and acting on an ongoing basis”. 
During the early years of the 20th century, Henri Fayol offered 14 principles of management, a framework to aid managers in ascertaining what is required of them to manage more effectively, Moorcroft (2000) adapted this framework and produced the 10 new principles for managing todays organisations effectively. These principles range from acknowledging that change is constant in line with the modern consensus on strategic management, to investing in training and development, to realising that benchmarking and taking initiative is key to success. 
Weiss (1983) explains that most academics view Weber as arguing for maximising the efficiency of an organisation through establishing legitimate and rationally-based authority, correcting many procedures that may have inhibited organisational efficiency and proper performance in the interests of key stakeholders. However, he continues to explain that most authors perceptions of Weber and his outlook on strategic management were incorrectly translated. Weiss believes that Weber was never truly looking at improving organisational efficiency however had inadvertently started this work during his life and left it open for other to continue and interpret as they saw fit. In contrast to Weiss’ view, many theorists believe Weber saw bureaucratisation as a means of removing the personable and traditional elements of organisations and the flaws that they brought such as hiring family members etc. He also believed that this was also a means of caging human spirit. The general principle of bureaucratic organisation has been adopted across the public sector and bolstered by management principles developed over time. Though May (2010) stated in a speech to the Association of Chief Police Officers that “The police, like every public service, have to remain accountable. But they do not have to be accountable to bureaucrats in Whitehall - they should be accountable to the people they serve in their communities.  So, we will swap the top-down, bureaucratic accountability for local, democratic accountability”. 
The police service has seen multiple changes in relation to utilising strategic management for improving performance and redefining performance through inspections, reviews and changes to service accountability. Despite having a core purpose according to May (2010) “targets don’t fight crime; targets hinder the fight against crime.  In scrapping the confidence target and the policing pledge, I couldn’t be any clearer about your mission: it isn’t a thirty-point plan; it is to cut crime.  No more, and no less”. This view is supported by Osborne and Gaebler (1992) who believe that bureaucracy can slow down efficiency and cause systematic problems in public sector organisations, they argue that a simplified mission-driven organisation such as May’s strategy for the police service by removing targets is more efficient and generally better run than a rule based or rule driven organisation. By concentrating on a single mission or goal the authors believe it creates a working environment that encourages greater innovation which in turn will naturally lead to better results and greater efficiency as it engages the workforce at all levels and creates a more flexible organisation with higher morale due to empowerment and autonomy for officers to actively make a difference to their communities.
With 43 Home Office Police Services across England and Wales, each of which has a team of chief officers and led by a Chief Constable or Commissioner and held to account by a Police and Crime Commissioner or local Mayor, there are large differences between how police services are led and managed nationally. The change in accountability within policing from Police Authorities to Police and Crime Commissioners certainly created a shift in strategic management from a bureaucratic organisation with a sole head held to account my various community leaders to a sole head held to account by a politician who also has the ability to set a police and crime plan for their Chief Constable to put into action; in essence the coalition government introduced a way in which to control police services politically and according to Lister (2013) undermine the independence of the constabulary. Creating a rift between what communities may need in terms of operational policing response and the political ideals of parties. Keasey and Raine (2012) pose the question as to whether bringing politicians into this area of the public service will interfere with the delivery of local policing to ensure they have the public support required for the next election. 
However, there is often resistance to change to a change in strategic management, in a policing context, when the Home Secretary announced the scrapping of targets and the significant budgetary constraints being imposed on the public sector, some Chief Constables responded negatively to change and the embedded mistrust between the police service and politicians as well as the traditional mindset of “we’ve always done it this way”. The Chief Constable for Lincolnshire, Neil Rhodes states in 2014 that due to budget cuts a police service for Lincolnshire would be unviable in three years’ time and threatened the only way to achieve these budget cuts would be to cut a quarter of the front line officers for the county (BBC 2014); this response to a change in budgets and the government style damages morale, and creates unnecessary worry within the community about the future of their security whereas a Mission-orientated approach would have created a culture whereby officers and staff of all levels within the organisation would have risen to the challenge of further cuts. Rhodes’ approach here is very much in need of the Johnson, Scholes & Whittington’s approach to strategy as cited in Capon (2008); to effectively plan a strategy a public-sector organisation would need a framework based upon Position, Choice and Action. Capon explains that an organisation requires the vision to be able to tackle the key issues in relation to achieving its specified mission; specifically this requires an organisation to be able to set out its position based upon its current capability, stakeholder expectation, an evaluation of its resources and the impact of its current organisational culture both internal and the perception of the organisation by external parties. By clearly setting out the current position of the organisation, senior managers can look at what the organisation wants to do and identify the various options available to them, for public-sector organisations this choice is usually made for them as there is a clear mandate set out by central and local government as well as stakeholder or service user expectations. Once the direction has been set the natural next step is to take action and implement any strategy that can been developed in relation to deployment of resources, however, this Position, Choice or Direction and then Action theory of strategy would appear to be an underlying theory that can be applied to the prescriptive strategy as well as the bureaucratic and mission-orientated approaches discussed previously rather than the emergent strategy which doesn’t have a clear target to achieve. 
White (2004) explains that there is a significant difference between strategic planning, thinking and management and that these terms, though they all feed into each other, they have very different timescales to each other with strategic planning and thinking often looking into the future with a timescale of 5 to 10 years to come to fruition, whereas strategic management is often the effect of short term strategy implementation. He continues to explain that within the private sector strategic management the change of market trends and the length of specific product lifecycles can influence rapid rates of change over industry, whereas the public sector generally doesn’t have any direct competition and with a culture of partnership working change is often slow paced in comparison to other sectors and requires a longer perspective.
Poister (2010) explains that the requirement for strategic management and strategic planning within the public sector has never been so vital within the current climate and recent years, with increased social and financial pressures forcing change within public sector organisations that are now under more scrutiny by inspectorates and the public themselves. Poister continues by explaining a clear uncoupling between strategy and budgetary and operational management, whereby a strategic vision and implementation of a set plan can be affected by austerity but also how that strategic vision can be implemented within the hearts and minds of staff without financial implications. However, Williams and Lewis (2008) are of the belief that despite strategic management taking a grasp over the wider public-sector family, there are concerns and uncertainties about whether strategic management and planning actually improves or benefits public sector performance. Carassus et al (2015) believe that there are three main approaches to strategic management within the public sector, the rational, political and collaborative approaches to public strategy. The rational approach is based mainly upon a methodological and procedural view of strategic management from the teachings of Ansoff (1987) and Christensen et al (1973) as cited by Carassus et al (2015), this is in stark contrast to the political approach to public service orientated strategy which rather than looking at the rationality of those who are in the position to influence and implement policy, the political approach is very much concentrated on the collective intellectual ability and biases of the wider populous or workforce. Whereas the collaborative approach to strategic management is very much in use throughout the public service with an increased reliance upon partnership working, this is also often a reflection of operational management approaches to similar or shared issues across the sector.
The most promising and productive way of developing strategic management theory according to Bryson et al (2010) is the study of current practices of public organisations in relation to planning and management and comparing these to those adopted by for profit organisations and the third sector to ascertain a definitive view point in relation to the most successful approach. Poister (2010) has advocated the coupling performance management and strategic management, as both Poister (2010) and Osborne & Gaebler (1992) agree that performance management has a key role to play in the success of strategy implementation; ensuring what gets measured gets done and that performance management ensures evaluation of strategy implementation and success or failure to allow for changes to be made as and when required. The work of the public service ombudsman, inspectorates and other regulatory bodies allows for this evaluation and benchmarking against other services; it is also important to note that stakeholder involvement is key to success and that utilising the collaborative approach engages the public and enables them to measure the performance of services and advise for or against particular aspects of strategic management and plan implementation. There are often objections to change and Carassus et al (2015) emulate the theories of Perry and Ring (1985) and both sets of authors believe that over the years there has been a significant change in relation to strategic management and a feeling of strategy having a change in impetus from authority to influence and for the uniformed public services this can cause a real issue in relation to objection from those used to a hierarchical system of management and Osborne and Gaebler (1992) support this as an officials desire to keep control of an organisation and possibly reduce stakeholder involvement as suggested by the political and collaborative approaches discussed earlier.
Freeman (2010) states clearly that any form of public service must look at its stakeholders regardless of what strategic management theory they may employ, mapping and managing the organisations stakeholders is key to the success of any strategy planned and implemented, as understanding the make up of your stakeholders and the capability of an organisation to adapt to meet their needs should be embedded into the organisations very being at all levels. If there is to be organisational and strategic competence then there method of holding an organisation together and holding it to account is very much down to the philosophy adopted to management and how this is applied to future planning and implementation; negotiation is key to collaboration between organisations and their stakeholders and Freeman doesn’t believe that many public sector organisations currently adopt this style of strategy well enough at present. To be able to effectively strategize within the public sector leaders are required to adapt and change quickly to the growing demand of their service users and stakeholders, and a bureaucratic and collaborative approach is needed to be able to look at past processes, adapt these to the future and future proof services with a partnership approach to strategic management and allowing for a  broader approach to creating a mission and vision that is achievable. However, with a stakeholder approach it must be discussed as to how manageable service user input can be to influence strategy for an organisation when different users may have different needs and expectations depending on geography, class, ability or a number of other factors or characteristics. The Police Service often engage with stakeholders and service users to ascertain what priorities they should adopt, and these are done through the Police Accountability Board who hold the Police and Crime Commissioner to account and through the Independent Advisory Group and Police and Communities Together (PACT) Meetings. When assessing these it is interesting to note that the Police Accountability Board is made up of a selection of county councillors from across the geographical area and have a clear political viewpoint on the needs of their communities, whereas the main attendees of PACT meetings are often local community or town councillors and again we appear to have a political element to the advisors of the police service which sees the collaborative approach being politically influenced. These models of working often explore what is broken or requires fixing within the police service and their approach to targeting community issues, whereas an alternative would be to actively explore the positive ways of working, what appears to be going well and how this positive outlook can be adapted and expanded across the area to solve problems that the community can be faced with. The positive approach also enables more community members to feel that they are actively contributing to crime reduction and community safety by enabling a positive working relationship whereby all involved bring solutions to the table and not problems that require overcoming. 
To properly understand strategic management, it is imperative that there is a clear understanding of the elements that lead to the management aspect, these being strategic thinking and planning that allow for the strategies and visions of organisations to be devised; after this regardless of what theory has been utilised in the planning process, it is of key importance that public sector organisations and their leaders understand the true need of their service users and stakeholders which allows for a better understanding of the needs and expectations of the service that they will ultimately provide and how their strategy to do this will provide effective and measurable results. 
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