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Abstract—Over the past four decades, New Public
Management (NPM) has fundamentally reshaped the
architecture of public governance and administrative reform
worldwide. Originating as a market-driven antidote to the
rigidity and fiscal crises of the traditional Weberian
bureaucracy, NPM posited that importing private-sector
managerial disciplines, structural disaggregation, competition,
and explicit performance measurement would systematically
enhance government efficiency, responsiveness, and
accountability. However, the empirical reality of NPM has
revealed a profound governance paradox: while generating
localized gains in technical accounting and operational
turnaround, it has fragmented public capacity, eroded public
service impartiality, and catalyzed pervasive measurement
pathologies. This paper presents an exhaustive conceptual
deconstruction of NPM and critically evaluates its performance
measurement apparatus. Anchored in the theoretical traditions
of Public Choice Theory, Principal-Agent Theory, Transaction
Cost Economics, and Managerialism, we dissect Christopher
Hood's doctrinal components and examine the shift from
procedural compliance to output metrics. We deconstruct the
multidimensionality of government performance—expanding
the classical '3Es' (Economy, Efficiency, Effectiveness) toward
Equity and Mark Moore's Public Value Theory. Crucially, the
paper investigates the mechanics of public sector Performance
Measurement Systems (PMS) and diagnoses their systemic
unintended consequences, including Goodhart's Law, the
Performance Paradox (Van Thiel & Leeuw), target gaming,
cream-skimming, and Michael Power's 'Audit Society'
syndrome. Finally, the article analyzes post-NPM paradigms—
Digital-Era Governance (DEG), New Public Governance
(NPG), and the Neo-Weberian State (NWS)—proposing an
integrated, gaming-resistant, and public-value-centered
framework for contemporary administrative reform.

Keywords—New Public Management (NPM), Government
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I. INTRODUCTION AND PROBLEMATIQUE

The trajectory of modern public administration over the
past half-century has been defined by an incessant quest to
reconcile state authority, operational efficiency, and
democratic legitimacy. Throughout the mid-twentieth
century, the classical Weberian bureaucratic paradigm
served as the undisputed organizational bedrock of the
advanced industrialized state (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011).
Characterized by strict hierarchical command structures,

formal procedural rule-boundedness, institutionalized
meritocracy, and functional jurisdictional competence,
traditional public bureaucracy provided institutional
stability, legal uniformity, and resistance to political
corruption during the post-war expansion of public services.

However, by the late 1970s and 1980s, the traditional
administrative model faced unprecedented macroeconomic,
ideological, and operational crises. Global economic
stagflation, mounting sovereign fiscal deficits, and pervasive
taxpayer discontent culminated in severe fiscal stress across
OECD nations (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011; Hood, 1991).
Simultaneously, critics from neoclassical economics and
public choice traditions mounted a sustained intellectual
assault against traditional bureaucracy, decrying public
agencies as monopolistic, intrinsically self-aggrandizing,
pathologically rigid, and indifferent to citizen needs
(Niskanen, 1971). Traditional public administration was
increasingly characterized not as a guarantor of neutral
competence, but as an institutional leviathan afflicted by
procedural red tape, programmatic sclerosis, and an absence
of cost-consciousness.

It was within this crucible of fiscal crisis and ideological
delegitimation that New Public Management (NPM)
emerged as the dominant global paradigm of administrative
modernization (Hood, 1991; Osborne & Gaebler, 1992).
Promoted aggressively by international development
institutions, NPM posited that the chronic dysfunctions of
government could be remediated by importing private-sector
managerial techniques, institutionalizing competitive market
dynamics, and replacing procedural compliance with
explicit output measurement. In their influential manifesto,
Reinventing Government, Osborne and Gaebler (1992)
crystallized this managerial ethos through the evocative
metaphor that governments should 'steer rather than row,'
transforming civil servants from passive rule-executors into
enterprising public managers who leverage competitive
market forces, decentralize operational authority, and treat
citizens as sovereign customers.

At the absolute conceptual core of New Public
Management lies the imperative of enhancing government
performance. In contrast to traditional public
administration's preoccupation with legal conformity,
procedural inputs, and budgetary integrity, NPM reoriented
the entire apparatus of the state toward performance
measurement, quantifiable deliverables, and customer
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satisfaction (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011; Moynihan, 2008).
Under the doctrine of Results-Based Management (RBM),
public agencies were subjected to sophisticated Performance
Measurement Systems (PMS), encompassing Key
Performance Indicators (KPIs), Service Level Agreements
(SLAs), and executive performance contracts (Moynihan,
2008). The explicit epistemological assumption was that
'what gets measured gets done'—that establishing clear
metrics and holding managers accountable for output
realization would automatically align administrative
behavior with the public good, dismantle bureaucratic
inertia, and optimize resource allocation.

Yet, after more than four decades of intensive
implementation across diverse administrative jurisdictions,
the empirical and theoretical reality of New Public
Management presents a profound governance paradox (Van
Thiel & Leeuw, 2002). While NPM reforms undoubtedly
fostered greater financial transparency, cost accounting
sophistication, and localized operational efficiencies, they
simultaneously generated severe systemic unintended
consequences. Instead of producing an agile, responsive
state, marketized managerialism has frequently fragmented
institutional capacity, undermined inter-agency
collaboration, and eroded the ethos of public service
impartiality (Dunleavy et al., 2006). Crucially, the obsessive
reliance on quantifiable performance indicators has
catalyzed deep-seated administrative pathologies: strategic
gaming of data, systemic cream-skimming, goal
displacement, and the rise of an oppressive 'audit society'
wherein the rituals of verification overshadow the genuine
delivery of public value (Power, 1997; Bevan & Hood,
2006; Smith, 1995).

This monograph addresses this fundamental
problematique: the core tension between private-sector
managerialism and the unique constitutional obligations of
the public sphere. Government does not exist merely to
produce cost-optimized transactions; it is the constitutional
custodian of collective public values, procedural justice,
redistributive equity, and democratic accountability (Moore,
1995). To deconstruct this dilemma, this study examines
four fundamental inquiries: (1) the theoretical foundations
and doctrinal anatomy of NPM; (2) the multidimensional
conceptualization of public performance beyond the
classical '3Es'; (3) the systemic pathologies and behavioral
paradoxes of performance measurement; and (4) the
emerging architectures of post-NPM paradigms (Digital-Era
Governance, New Public Governance, Neo-Weberian State)
for modern administrative reform.

II. THEORETICAL LINEAGE AND

CONCEPTUAL DECONSTRUCTION OF NPM

New Public Management was neither an organic
evolution of administrative science nor a mere collection of
pragmatic administrative tools. Rather, as Hood (1991) and
Pollitt and Bouckaert (2011) demonstrated, NPM represents
a deliberate ideological and intellectual convergence of two
distinct theoretical streams: institutional economics on the
one hand, and private-sector business managerialism on the
other.

A. Economic Foundations: Public Choice,
Agency Theory, and Transaction Costs

The theoretical chassis of NPM is firmly anchored in the
resurgence of neoclassical institutional economics that
gained ascendancy during the late 1970s. Three theoretical
frameworks fundamentally altered how public
administration was conceptualized:

Public Choice Theory: Originating in the scholarship of
William Niskanen, Public Choice Theory extended the
behavioral assumptions of neoclassical microeconomics—
specifically methodological individualism and the axiom of
the self-interested, utility-maximizing homo economicus—to
the non-market public sphere (Niskanen, 1971). Public
choice scholars categorically rejected the classical normative
ideal of public servants as neutral, altruistic custodians of
the public interest. Instead, Niskanen (1971) famously
modeled the bureaucrat as a rational actor primarily
motivated by personal utility, prestige, power, and job
security—utilities that are monotonically linked to the size
and budget of the bureaucratic agency. Consequently,
government bureaus were theorized as intrinsically prone to
over-budgeting, inefficient resource allocation, and rent-
seeking behavior, shielded from market discipline by
statutory monopolies. The prescriptive mandate of Public
Choice was unambiguous: the state's monopoly must be
dismantled through competitive tendering, internal quasi-
markets, and the introduction of consumer choice
mechanisms (Hood, 1991).

Principal-Agent Theory: Complementing Public
Choice, Principal-Agent Theory (Jensen & Meckling, 1976)
provided the micro-analytical framework for understanding
administrative relationships. In the governance hierarchy,
citizens act as ultimate principals who delegate authority to
elected politicians, who in turn act as principals delegating
operational execution to administrative agents (public
managers). However, this delegation is fraught with two
pervasive hazards: information asymmetry (where the agent
possesses specialized operational knowledge inaccessible to
the principal) and goal conflict (where the agent's interests
diverge from the principal's policy mandates). To mitigate
the twin risks of adverse selection and moral hazard
(bureaucratic shirking), Principal-Agent Theory prescribes
formal contractual governance. Agents must be governed by
explicit, enforceable contracts, high-powered performance
incentives, intensive monitoring mechanisms, and clear
output deliverables (Jensen & Meckling, 1976).

Transaction Cost Economics: Developed by Oliver
Williamson (1981), Transaction Cost Economics (TCE)
posited that the governance structure of any activity depends
on the comparative transaction costs associated with
bounded rationality, opportunism, and asset specificity.
NPM theorists leveraged Williamson's framework to
challenge the traditional assumption that public services
must be delivered directly by public employees within
unified ministerial hierarchies. By analyzing service
delivery through contestability and transaction costs, NPM
argued that whenever services could be standardized,
specified in advance, and monitored competitively,
contracting out, public-private partnerships, and voucher
schemes would produce superior cost efficiency compared
to bureaucratic hierarchies (Williamson, 1981).
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B. Christopher Hood's Doctrinal
Architecture: The Seven Tenets

In his seminal 1991 paper, 'A Public Management for All
Seasons?', Christopher Hood codified the heterogeneous
reforms of the 1980s into seven core doctrinal components
that systematically differentiate New Public Management
from traditional administrative structures (Hood, 1991, pp.
4–5): (1) Hands-on professional management in the public
sector, allowing visible top-level managers exercising
active, discretionary personal leadership, justified by the
maxim 'let the managers manage' and freeing administration
from rigid procedural rules; (2) Explicit standards and
measures of performance, defining measurable goals,
targets, and success indicators ('what gets measured gets
done'); (3) Greater emphasis on output controls, linking
resource allocation, career rewards, and organizational
survival strictly to measured outputs rather than procedural
compliance or input allocations; (4) Shift to disaggregation
of units in the public sector, breaking up monolithic
departmental bureaucracies into autonomous, single-purpose
executive agencies ('agencification'), creating purchaser-
provider splits; (5) Shift to greater competition, introducing
competitive tendering and internal quasi-markets to
dismantle public service monopolies; (6) Stress on private-
sector styles of management practice, importing short-term
executive contracts, corporate mission statements, and
customer service charters; and (7) Stress on greater
discipline and parsimony in resource use, demanding
rigorous cost-cutting and achieving 'more for less' (Hood,
1991).

C. Deconstructing the Market Metaphor: Citizens,
Consumers, and Democratic Governance

While the proponents of NPM presented these doctrines
as neutral, pragmatic instruments for organizational
enhancement, a rigorous theoretical deconstruction reveals
profound normative transformations. The most
consequential conceptual shift effected by NPM is the
redefinition of the citizen as a consumer or customer (Hood,
1991; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). In the market realm, a
customer enters into discrete, voluntary economic
transactions, seeking individual utility maximization based
on purchasing power. In stark contrast, citizenship within a
democratic polity is an inherently political and moral status
rooted in shared sovereignty, constitutional rights, collective
obligations, and democratic deliberation. A customer
evaluates a transaction solely on price, quality, and personal
convenience; a citizen must balance individual desires
against the public interest, equity, social solidarity, and the
rule of law (Moore, 1995).

Treating citizens exclusively as consumers creates severe
governance distortions. First, it reduces complex democratic
accountability to commercial customer service standards.
Second, it commodifies public goods: public health,
education, and justice are not consumer commodities, but
collective public goods essential for societal flourishing.
Third, as Mark Moore (1995) emphasized, government's
primary constitutional mandate is not merely satisfying
private consumer preferences, but creating democratic
public value through collective problem-solving.
Furthermore, structural disaggregation ('agencification')
fragmented the administrative state, creating organizational
'silos' that destroyed the systemic coordination required to
resolve complex, cross-cutting policy challenges (Pollitt &
Bouckaert, 2011).

TABLE I.
THE DOCTRINAL ANATOMY OF NEW PUBLIC MANAGEMENT AND CRITICAL COUNTER-PERSPECTIVES

Doctrinal Component (Hood,
1991)

Managerial Rationale Operational Mechanism Governance Risk & Critique

1. Professional management Executive leadership ('let managers
manage')

Discretionary authority, executive
contracts

Erosion of impartiality; politicization

2. Explicit standards & KPIs Accountability requires quantitative goals Key Performance Indicators, league tables Tunnel vision; Goodhart's Law; gaming

3. Output controls Resource allocation tied to measured results Results-Based Management (RBM), PRP Goal displacement; cream-skimming

4. Disaggregation of units Autonomous single-purpose organizations Agencification, purchaser-provider splits Severe administrative fragmentation; silos

5. Greater competition Rivalry lowers costs and spurs innovation Competitive tendering, quasi-markets Transaction costs; contract lock-in

6. Private management styles Corporate techniques are universally
superior

Mission statements, customer charters Neglects democratic values & public interest

7. Resource parsimony Cutting costs; demanding 'more for less' Cash limits, expenditure freezes Under-investment; loss of institutional
capacity

Note. Synthesized from Hood (1991), Osborne & Gaebler (1992), and Pollitt & Bouckaert (2011).

III. CONCEPTUALIZING GOVERNMENT

PERFORMANCE IN THE PUBLIC SPHERE

The conceptualization of 'performance' represents one of
the most contested domains within public administration
theory (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). In the private corporate
sector, the ultimate metric of performance is unambiguous:
profitability, return on equity, and shareholder wealth

maximization. Commercial firms operate within market
structures where price signals, market share, and balance
sheets provide direct, aggregated evaluations of
organizational viability.

In stark contrast, public sector organizations operate
within an entirely different socio-political and legal
ecosystem. Government agencies possess no single, unified
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bottom line (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011). They are mandated
to pursue multifaceted, frequently contradictory policy
objectives established through democratic political
compromise, constitutional mandates, and administrative
law. A public agency must simultaneously balance
economic efficiency, legal compliance, procedural fairness,
social equity, environmental sustainability, and public
accountability. Consequently, defining and evaluating
governmental performance requires deconstructing
simplistic market metaphors and establishing a
multidimensional analytical framework.

A. Beyond the 3Es: Economy,
Efficiency, Effectiveness, and Equity

Under early NPM reforms, performance evaluation was
structured around the classical triad of the '3Es' (Pollitt &
Bouckaert, 2011): (1) Economy (Input Optimization):
Procuring resources of appropriate quality at the lowest
possible cost. While vital for fiscal discipline, an exclusive
focus on economy risks programmatic degradation through
cheap, fragile inputs. (2) Efficiency (Input-Output Ratio):
Maximizing outputs from a given bundle of inputs (technical
efficiency) or distributing resources optimally across
programs (allocative efficiency). NPM managerialism
concentrated heavily on technical productivity ratios—e.g.,
unit cost per patient treated or student graduated. (3)
Effectiveness (Output-Outcome Alignment): Evaluating
whether outputs successfully achieve intended societal
outcomes. While a judicial system may process cases with
high technical efficiency, it is only effective if it fosters
social justice and reinforces the rule of law.

Public administration scholars demonstrated that the 3Es
framework omits the vital dimension of Social Equity and
Procedural Fairness (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011; Moore,
1995). Market efficiency operates through price rationing,
often abandoning unprofitable consumers. In contrast,
constitutional democracy imposes universal obligations of
non-discrimination and distributive justice. Public agencies
exist precisely to serve the most vulnerable, isolated, and

complex citizens whom private markets exclude. Evaluating
agencies solely on unit costs per transaction incentivizes
public managers to avoid high-cost, vulnerable individuals
in favor of easily serviced cases. Furthermore, citizen trust is
fundamentally shaped by perceptions of procedural justice—
impartiality, transparency, and dignity—rather than mere
transactional speed (Moore, 1995).

B. The Governance Value Chain and
Mark Moore's Public Value Theory

Contemporary public management traces administrative
action across the Governance Value Chain: Inputs ->
Activities -> Outputs -> Outcomes -> Public Value (Pollitt
& Bouckaert, 2011; Moore, 1995). The fatal epistemological
flaw of NPM was its systematic conflation of outputs
(immediate, quantifiable goods produced, e.g., inspections
completed or tickets issued) with outcomes and public value
(safe communities, societal health). Because outputs are
easily quantified and monitored, NPM measurement regimes
incentivized public agencies to maximize output counts
while remaining fundamentally blind or indifferent to real-
world outcomes and public value degradation (Van Thiel &
Leeuw, 2002; Moynihan, 2008).

To provide a robust alternative, Mark H. Moore (1995)
formulated Public Value Theory, which has become the
preeminent conceptual framework for post-managerial
governance. Moore's Strategic Triangle posits that public
value creation requires aligning three nodes: (1) Public
Value Creation, defining substantive societal benefits; (2)
The Authorizing Environment, securing democratic
legitimacy, legal mandates, and citizen support; and (3)
Operational Capabilities, mobilizing internal resources and
inter-organizational networks. While NPM defines
performance as narrow efficiency achieved through
commercial competition, Public Value defines performance
as multidimensional democratic value achieved through
collective deliberation and institutional legitimacy (Moore,
1995).

TABLE II.
THE EXTENDED GOVERNANCE PERFORMANCE SPECTRUM: FROM OPERATIONAL EFFICIENCY TO PUBLIC VALUE

Performance
Dimension

Core Question Theoretical Focus Primary Indicator Structural Limitation

Economy (Input) Were inputs procured at the lowest cost? Fiscal Accounting Procurement unit cost Risks programmatic fragility

Efficiency (Output) Was output maximized per unit of
input?

Production
Economics

Cost per transaction / file Indifferent to real-world impact

Effectiveness (Outcome) Were policy objectives achieved? Program Evaluation Societal outcome metrics Multi-causal; exogenous factors

Equity & Fairness Were services distributed equitably? Democratic Justice Parity of access across
groups

Frequently sacrificed for speed

Public Value Creation Was democratic value generated? Public Value Theory Societal trust, civic welfare Requires collaborative
evaluation

Note. Adapted from Pollitt & Bouckaert (2011) and Moore (1995).

IV. MECHANISMS AND INSTRUMENTS OF PERFORMANCE

MEASUREMENT IN MODERN PUBLIC MANAGEMENT

The operationalization of New Public Management's
managerial mandate required engineering sophisticated

Performance Measurement Systems (PMS). Far from being
neutral administrative techniques, performance
measurement instruments act as powerful technologies of
governance that restructure institutional power, redirect
organizational attention, and modify professional behavior
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(Power, 1997). In modern government, performance is
measured, managed, and enforced through four core
instruments:

A. Results-Based Management (RBM)
and Performance-Based Budgeting

The overarching managerial philosophy governing NPM
performance measurement is Results-Based Management
(RBM)—an adaptation of classic Management by
Objectives (MBO) to the public domain (Moynihan, 2008).
RBM reconfigures the administrative lifecycle around pre-
specified, quantifiable targets. Under RBM, public agencies
formulate strategic plans, translate strategic priorities into
operational programs, establish baseline indicators, and
allocate budgetary resources through Performance-Based
Budgeting (PBB), directly linking appropriations to
demonstrated metric attainment. RBM asserts that by
making performance targets visible and consequential,
administrative inertia is eliminated and continuous
organizational learning is institutionalized (Moynihan,
2008).

B. Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), Service
Charters, and Performance Contracting

At the operational coalface, performance is enforced
through three mechanisms: (1) Key Performance Indicators
(KPIs), quantitative metrics tracking inputs, workloads,
outputs, efficiency, and customer satisfaction under SMART
criteria; (2) Citizen's and Service Charters, codifying
explicit service standards that citizens are entitled to expect,
including maximum waiting times, accuracy guarantees, and
complaints procedures (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011); and (3)
Executive Performance Contracts, negotiated annual
agreements between ministries and agency executives, tying
managerial tenure, career advancement, and remuneration to
target attainment via Performance-Related Pay (PRP)
(Hood, 1991). By introducing financial bonuses for target
achievement and sanctions for failure, performance
contracts operationalized Principal-Agent Theory within
government (Jensen & Meckling, 1976).

C. Strategic Scorecards and High-
Stakes Performance League Tables

To balance diverse operational priorities, public agencies
adapted the Balanced Scorecard framework. In the Public
Sector Balanced Scorecard, the traditional corporate
hierarchy is inverted: Mission and Public Value occupies the
apex, supported by Citizen/Stakeholder satisfaction, Internal
Operational Processes, and Organizational Learning, with
Financial Stewardship repositioned as an enabler rather than
an ultimate end (Moore, 1995; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011).

Conversely, the most aggressive manifestation of NPM
measurement occurs through High-Stakes Performance
Regimes (Bevan & Hood, 2006). In sectors such as
healthcare, education, and policing, governments publish
comparative League Tables ranking public hospitals,
schools, and police constabularies based on quantified
metrics (e.g., patient wait times, standardized exam pass
rates, crime clearance rates). By publicly exposing
underperforming units ('naming and shaming') and
threatening executive sanctions, closures, or budget cuts,
high-stakes regimes were heralded as powerful catalysts for
rapid service turnaround. However, as Section 5

demonstrates, it is precisely these high-stakes regimes that
trigger catastrophic measurement pathologies in public
administration (Bevan & Hood, 2006).

V. DYSFUNCTIONS, PATHOLOGIES, AND THE

'PERFORMANCE PARADOX' (THE DARK SIDE OF NPM)

While the theoretical allure of New Public Management
rests upon the promise of objective measurement and
enhanced accountability, decades of empirical evaluation
across global public sectors have uncovered severe, systemic
dysfunctions (Van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002; Bevan & Hood,
2006; Smith, 1995). Rather than functioning as neutral
mirrors of operational reality, performance measurement
systems actively alter the institutional incentives and social
reality they purport to evaluate. When quantitative indicators
are linked to high-stakes consequences—such as budgetary
allocations, organizational survival, league table rankings,
and executive bonuses—they systematically induce
behavioral distortions and institutional pathologies,
constituting what scholarship identifies as the 'Dark Side' of
managerialism.

A. The Performance Paradox:
Indicator Decay and Decoupling

The foundational theoretical model explaining
measurement degradation is the Performance Paradox,
articulated by Sandra Van Thiel and Frans L. Leeuw (2002).
The performance paradox describes a weak or negative
correlation between reported performance indicators and
actual organizational performance. Specifically, over time,
as public agencies report consistent improvements on their
official performance metrics, the actual quality,
effectiveness, and public satisfaction with the underlying
service either stagnate, regress, or decouple entirely.

Van Thiel and Leeuw (2002) identified four underlying
causal mechanisms driving this paradox: (1) Synecdoche
(The Part for the Whole), where performance indicators
capture only a simplified subset of organizational
obligations, and managers mistake the proxy for the reality,
optimizing measured dimensions while neglecting
unmeasured core duties; (2) Perverse Learning, where
public servants learn through experience how to manipulate
operational processes to generate high metric scores without
generating genuine substantive improvements; (3) Selection
Effects, strategically concentrating resources exclusively on
operational areas that register positive movements on the
scorecard while underfunding complex areas; and (4)
Suppression, the institutional concealment of negative
operational data that contradicts the positive performance
narrative demanded by political principals (Van Thiel &
Leeuw, 2002).

B. Goodhart's Law and Campbell's
Law in the Public Domain

The mathematical and sociological inevitability of
measurement decay is captured by two celebrated social
science maxims: Goodhart's Law states: 'When a measure
becomes a target, it ceases to be a good measure' (Bevan &
Hood, 2006). The moment an administrative indicator is
transformed into a high-stakes operational target, agents
inevitably alter their behavioral strategies to satisfy the
metric itself, stripping the indicator of whatever diagnostic
validity it originally possessed. Similarly, Campbell's Law
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established that the more any quantitative social
indicator is used for social decision-making, the more
subject it will be to corruption pressures and the more apt it
will be to distort and corrupt the social processes it is
intended to monitor (Smith, 1995). When metrics become
the sole criterion for organizational legitimacy, public
managers face overwhelming structural pressure to prioritize
the metric over the mission.

C. Typology of Behavioral
Pathologies and the Audit Society

Drawing upon the seminal work of Peter C. Smith
(1995) and the empirical investigations of Gwyn Bevan and
Christopher Hood (2006), public administration scholarship
has codified the primary behavioral pathologies generated
by performance regimes: (1) Strategic Gaming:
Deliberately manipulating operational processes to achieve
target compliance without delivering actual service
improvements (Bevan & Hood, 2006). A notorious
empirical example occurred in the UK National Health
Service (NHS) under the 'four-hour emergency room
waiting target.' To prevent financial fines and public
humiliation in league tables, hospitals engaged in systemic
gaming: patients were kept waiting outside in ambulances
(delaying the official intake clock), corridors were
redesignated as 'observation wards,' and patients nearing the

four-hour mark were admitted prematurely or discharged to
secondary holding areas, regardless of clinical
appropriateness (Bevan & Hood, 2006). (2) Cream-
Skimming: The strategic selection of clients who are easiest
to serve to inflate success rates, while excluding
disadvantaged, high-cost individuals (Smith, 1995; Van
Thiel & Leeuw, 2002). (3) Tunnel Vision: Preoccupation
with quantifiable indicators at the expense of unquantifiable,
complex, yet vital public values (e.g., police officers held to
ticket quotas writing traffic tickets while neglecting
domestic violence investigations; Smith, 1995). (4) Sub-
Optimization: Pursuing narrow localized targets that cause
systemic bottlenecks or ballooning costs in adjacent units
(Smith, 1995). (5) Myopia: Sacrificing long-term
preventative investments (infrastructure maintenance, staff
development) to meet immediate annual quotas. (6) The
Audit Society Syndrome: As Michael Power (1997)
famously diagnosed in The Audit Society, attempting to
eliminate bureaucratic distrust through measurement
paradoxically institutionalized systemic hyper-distrust.
Frontline public professionals—doctors, nurses, teachers,
police officers—frequently spend up to 40% of their
working hours completing compliance documentation and
preparing for external inspectorate audits (Power, 1997),
diverting critical human capital away from genuine public
service delivery.

TABLE III.
TYPOLOGY OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT PATHOLOGIES, BEHAVIORAL MANIFESTATIONS, AND STRUCTURAL DRIVERS.

Pathology Type Seminal Literature Behavioral Manifestation Structural Driver

Strategic Gaming Bevan & Hood (2006) Manipulating processes to satisfy targets artificially High-stakes punitive consequences

Cream-Skimming Van Thiel & Leeuw (2002) Selecting easy cases; neglecting complex citizens Volume-based performance metrics

Tunnel Vision Smith (1995) Focusing strictly on quantifiable metrics over quality Over-simplified indicator sets

Sub-Optimization Smith (1995) Narrow unit optimization causing systemic network failure Organizational disaggregation & silos

Myopia Smith (1995) Sacrificing long-term maintenance for immediate targets Short-term annual executive contracts

The Audit Society Power (1997) Excessive compliance reporting diverting front-line staff Institutional hyper-distrust & audits

Note. Adapted from Smith (1995), Bevan & Hood (2006), Van Thiel & Leeuw (2002), and Power (1997).

VI. BEYOND NPM: POST-MANAGERIAL PARADIGMS

AND NEXT-GENERATION MEASUREMENT

By the mid-2000s, the cumulative dysfunctions of New
Public Management provoked widespread consensus that
NPM had reached its structural exhaustion. In their
landmark 2006 analysis, Patrick Dunleavy, Helen Margetts,
Simon Bastow, and Jane Tinkler declared that 'New Public
Management is dead,' arguing that its marketized,
disaggregating doctrines were fundamentally incapable of
addressing the interconnected, complex challenges of the
21st-century state (Dunleavy et al., 2006). In response, three
post-managerial paradigms emerged: Digital-Era
Governance (DEG), New Public Governance (NPG), and
the Neo-Weberian State (NWS).

A. Post-NPM Governance Paradigms

Digital-Era Governance (DEG): Articulated by
Dunleavy et al. (2006), DEG posits that modern information
technology, cloud platforms, and enterprise data integration
reverse NPM's disaggregation through three pillars: (1)

Reintegration, joining up government through shared
service centers and unified platforms; (2) Needs-Based
Holism, re-architecting services around end-to-end citizen
life events rather than agency silos; and (3) Digitalization
and Agile Workflows, deploying automated, paperless
administrative execution.

New Public Governance (NPG): Pioneered by Stephen
P. Osborne (2006), NPG rejects both bureaucratic
monopolies and commercial markets, conceptualizing
governance as a plural and pluralist multi-actor network
spanning public agencies, non-profits, and communities.
NPG emphasizes Co-Production—recognizing citizens not
as passive consumers, but as active partners in public service
creation—and maintains accountability through
collaborative trust and shared institutional values (Osborne,
2006).

The Neo-Weberian State (NWS): Developed by Pollitt
and Bouckaert (2011), the NWS synthesizes classic
Weberian principles with modern managerial tools. It
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reaffirms the state as the primary guardian of social
cohesion and upholds administrative law, meritocracy, and
public service ethos, while modernizing internal operations
through digital workflows, citizen consultation, and
professional evaluation, strictly subordinating managerial
instruments to constitutional legality (Pollitt & Bouckaert,
2011).

B. Next-Generation Performance
Measurement Architectures

Next-generation measurement moves beyond
retrospective scorecards toward dynamic, collaborative

intelligence: (1) Real-Time Telemetry vs. Retrospective
Audits, leveraging automated administrative data to detect
bottlenecks iteratively rather than waiting for annual post-
mortems (Dunleavy et al., 2006); (2) Participatory, Co-
Produced Indicators, engaging citizens in deliberative
panels to co-design indicators, transforming measurement
into a shared democratic dialogue on public value (Moore,
1995; Osborne, 2006); and (3) Relational Performance
Metrics, evaluating cross-agency collaboration and trust in
tackling complex problems (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2011).

TABLE IV.
COMPARATIVE MATRIX OF GOVERNANCE PARADIGMS: TPA, NPM, NPG, AND NWS.

Governance
Dimension

Traditional Bureaucracy
(TPA)

New Public Management
(NPM)

New Public Governance (NPG) Neo-Weberian State (NWS)

Theoretical Base Weberian Hierarchy & Law Public Choice & Neo-Taylorism Network & Institutional Theory Modernized Administrative Law

Organizational Form Unitary, rule-bound hierarchy Disaggregated quasi-markets Multi-actor collaborative
networks

Unitary state with agile management

Citizen Conception Voter, petitioner, subject Customer / Consumer in market Active Co-Producer of value Citizen with constitutional rights

Performance Focus Procedural legal compliance Technical efficiency (3Es) Public Value & network
outcomes

Constitutional legitimacy & results

Accountability Upward hierarchical control Contractual output targets Relational, multi-stakeholder Integrated legal & managerial
review

Note. Synthesized from Pollitt & Bouckaert (2011), Dunleavy et al. (2006), and Osborne (2006).

VII. DISCUSSION AND STRATEGIC IMPLEMENTATION

FRAMEWORK FOR ADMINISTRATIVE REFORM

The deconstruction of New Public Management
demonstrates that management is not a politically neutral
technology. Its uncritical transplantation consistently
generates severe institutional distortions unless calibrated
against constitutional and administrative realities (Pollitt &
Bouckaert, 2011).

A. Institutional Context and Developing
States: The Schick Principle

As Allen Schick (1998) famously established in his
seminal critique 'Why Most Developing Countries Should
Not Try New Zealand's Reforms', NPM market mechanisms
presuppose a mature, robust, and incorruptible Weberian
administrative baseline—rule of law, meritocracy,
professional neutrality, and robust external audit. When
developing and transitional nations lacking these
foundations attempted to 'let managers manage' by
dismantling procedural checks, the result was not efficiency,
but rampant corruption, managerial patronage, and
accountability collapse (Schick, 1998). The foundational
policy imperative for administrative reformers is
unambiguous: Weberian institutional capacity and the rule
of law must precede managerial discretion.

B. Designing Resilient, Gaming-
Resistant Performance Regimes

To mitigate Goodhart's Law and measurement
pathologies, governments must adopt four architectural
principles: (1) Decoupling High-Stakes Sanctions from
Performance Data: As Moynihan (2008) established,
performance data is most effective when utilized for

organizational learning rather than high-stakes punishment.
Decoupling metrics from punitive sanctions creates
psychological safety for honest reporting, error analysis, and
genuine operational innovation (Bevan & Hood, 2006). (2)
Methodological Triangulation: Combining quantitative
telemetry with qualitative professional peer review and
citizen panels (Power, 1997). (3) Metric Rotation:
Periodically rotating indicators once baseline competence is
demonstrated to prevent managers from permanently
optimizing gaming routines (Van Thiel & Leeuw, 2002). (4)
Anchoring in Public Value: Explicitly measuring social
equity, procedural justice, and democratic trust alongside
cost efficiency, subordinating technical metrics to Mark
Moore's (1995) overarching public value framework.

VIII. CONCLUSION AND SCHOLARLY AGENDA

New Public Management represented an ambitious
attempt to overcome bureaucratic inertia through market
competition and performance metrics. However, by treating
citizens as consumers, fragmenting state capacity, and
institutionalizing target fixation, NPM catalyzed severe
measurement pathologies—the Performance Paradox,
Goodhart's Law, and systemic gaming (Van Thiel & Leeuw,
2002; Bevan & Hood, 2006; Smith, 1995). The future of
administrative reform lies in synthesizing post-NPM
paradigms: leveraging digital capabilities (Dunleavy et al.,
2006) and collaborative networks (Osborne, 2006) within a
resilient Neo-Weberian framework (Pollitt & Bouckaert,
2011) dedicated to creating genuine public value (Moore,
1995).
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