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The proposed article presents an in-depth conceptual analysis of the dynamic processes
of public administration transformation in the context of the emergence of the New Public
Management (NPM) doctrine, which represents a heuristic alternative to traditional bureaucratic
models. The author substantiates that New Public Management is not merely an instrumental
project but a complex reflexive construct that integrates elements of neoliberal normativity,
managerial efficiency, and the corporatized logic of modern governance. NPM emerges as a
response to the existential crisis of the bureaucratic mainstream, offering an innovative vector
for the modernization of state institutions.

The article traces the trend of marginalizing the traditional role of the state as the sole
regulator of the public sphere, accompanied by the multiplication of decision-making centers
and the delegation of managerial powers to quasi-governmental and civil society entities. This
paradigmatic reversal necessitates a new politico-legal comprehension of the boundaries of
state intervention and emerging formats of public accountability. This process, lacking linearity,
requires not only institutional adaptation but also a transformation of the axiological foundations
of administrative interaction.

In exploring the semantic palette of New Public Management, the author engages in a critical
deconstruction of the established discourses of efficiency, transparency, and performance, which
have become integral elements of the new administrative rhetoric. It is emphasized that changes
in public administration are not solely of a technical-organizational nature but ontological, as
they are rooted in transformations of societal consciousness and the normative-value horizon of
contemporary society.

In conclusion, it is stated that New Public Management should be understood as a complex,
multifaceted construct that demands not linear implementation but profound adaptive reflection,
taking into account local context, cognitive discontinuities, and normative uncertainty that
accompany the processes of institutional modernization in an era of global turbulence.

Key words: public administration, New Public Management, transformation, modernization,
polycentrism, governance paradigms, institutional adaptation.

Menvnux M. 1. Tpancgopmauyia nyoniunozo ynpaeninna uepe3 HOBUNL O0epHCAGHUIL
MeHeoHcMeHm

YV sanpononosaniti cmammi 30iticnioemsbcs 2AUOOKULE KOHYENMYanbHUll aHani3 OUHAMIYHUX
npoyecie mpauchopmayii nyoniuHO20 YNPasIiHHA 6 KOHMEKCI CMAHOBNIEHHS OOKMPUHU HOB020
0epoHasHO20 MEHEOHCMEHMY, WO PEnpe3eHmye coO0l0 eePUCMUYHY ANbMEePHAMUBY mpaouyiii-
HUM OIOPOKPAMUYHUM MOOENAM. ABMOPOM 0OIPYHMOBAHO, U0 HOBUL OePHCABHUL MEHEONCMEHM
He € CYmo IHCIMPYMEeHMAaNIbHUM NPOEKMOM, @ BUCYNAE K CKIAOHA PeheKCUSHA KOHCMPYKYis,
KOMpa NOEOHYE eleMeHmU HeonioepaibHO20 HOPMAMUGI3My, YNPAGIIHCbKOI eghekmugHocmi ma
KOpRopamueizo8anoi 102iku MooepHo2o ypaoysanns. Hosuil depocasnuii menedxrcmenm nocmae
SK 8i0N0GIOb HA eK3UCMEHYIUHY KPU3Y OIOPOKPAMUYHO20 MEUHCMPUMY, NPONOHYIOYU THHOBAYIN-
HUll 6eKMOP MOOEPHI3ayii 0epicasHUX THCMUNYYIIL.

Y emammi npocmedcyemvca mendenyis 0o mapeinanizayii mpaouyiinol 0ep9fca3H0i' poii
SIK COUHO20 Pe2yIAMOpa NyOMuHO20 RPOCMOPY, WO CYRPOBOOIICYEMbCS MYTbMUNTIKAYIEIO YeH-
mpie npuHAMMA piliend i 0ene2y8aHHam YAPAaeIiHCLKUX NOBHOBAJICEHb Y OIK K8A3I0epHCagHUX
ma zpoMaoancLKux ymeopens. Taka napaduemanvha peeepcis 3yMOGII0E HeOOXIOHICIb ) HOBOMY
NONIMUKO-NPABOBOMY OCMUCIIEHHI MeNC O0epIHCABHO20 BMPYYAHHSA mMA HOBIMHIX ¢hopmamis
ny6niunoi sionosioanvrocmi. Lleti npoyec, nozbasnenutl tiniuHocmi, nompeoye He auwe iHCmu-
myyionanbHoi adanmayii, ane U mpauncghopmayii akcionoziuHux 3acao YnpasniHcbKoi 63aeMoOii.

Poskpusaiouu cemanmuuny nanimpy H08020 0epICAGHO20 MEHEOICMEHNTY, ABMOP B0ACMbC S
00 KpumuyHoi 0eKOHCMPYKYii YCmanieHux OUCKypcie epexmuenocmi, npo3opocmi ma pe3ynoma-
MUBHOCMI, WO CIMAIOMb eleMeHmamu Ho8oi aominicmpamusnoi pumopuku. Hazonowyemocs na
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MoMY, Wo 3MiHU 8 NYONIYHOMY YNPAGIIHHI € He uue MEeXHIYHO-0P2aAHI3aYIIHUMY, a OHMONI02IY-
HUMU, OCKIIbKU 6KOPIHEHI Y MPAHCHOPpMayisx cyCniibHol c8I0OMOCMI Ma HOPMAMUBHO-YIHHIC-
HO20 20pU30OHMY CYYACHO20 COYIYMY.

YV eucnosxy eioxnauacmuvcs, wo, Ho8ull OepicasHull MeHeONCMeHm MPAKMYEMbC K
CKAAOHA, 6a2amoacnekmna KOHCMpPYKYis, Kompa eumazac He MHIUHOL iMniemenmayii, a 2nu-
6okoi a0anmuenol peueKcii 3 ypaxysaHHsIM 10KATbHO20 KOHMEKCY, KOCHIMUGHUX PO3PUBIE A
HOPMAMUGHOT HEGUIHAYEHOCI, WO CYNPOBOOIICYIONb NPOYeCU iHCMUmyyionantbHol MooepHiza-
yii' 6 000y 2106a1bHOT MYyPOYIEHMHOCMI.

Knrwwuoei cnoea: nyoniune ynpasninus, HOBUU 0ePHCABHUL MEHeONCMeHm, MparHchopmayis,
MOOepHI3ayis, NOIYEHMPUIM, YIPAGIIHCHKI NAPAOUSMU, THCIMUMYYIUHA adanmayis.

Problem statement. In the epoch of post-global hypercomplexity, marked by the
deconstruction of modernist teleologies of state-building, the transformational impulses
provoked by the paradigm of New Public Management necessitate a revisionist
rethinking of the ontology of public administration — not merely as an administrative
phenomenon but as one of axiological, civilizational, and epistemological significance.
The defining markers of this emergent managerial transgression lie in an abstraction from
normative-hierarchical rigor toward networked polysemanticity, thereby dismantling
the classical dichotomy of «public vs. private» and replacing it with heterogeneous
forms of quasi-market quasi-publicity, determined not by juridical legitimacy alone,
but by the logic of functional expediency [1, p. 139]. The institutional metamorphoses
induced by the implementation of New Public Management principles are far from
trivial or purely technocratic in nature; rather, they provoke fundamental shifts within
the structures of collective imagination concerning the nature of statehood, legitimacy,
and administrative efficacy.

A retrospective analytics of state administration reveals that since the predominance
of Weberian bureaucratic paradigms — which posited the rational-legal authority
model as the apex of administrative probity — there has been a gradual epistemological
shift toward constructivist and, at times, poststructuralist interpretations of public
management. In this sense, New Public Management does not merely represent a
reformist impulse, but rather a radical epistemic reconfiguration, whereby the stability
and predictability of classical administrative institutions are fundamentally unsettled.
Simultaneously, there is an inflation of conceptual categories, where notions such as
«efficiency», «effectiveness, and «public value» undergo semantic dilution due to their
excessive and uncritical deployment within modernization discourses [2, p. 153].

In this context, the issue of the immanent antagonism between the pursuit of
managerial efficiency and the imperative of democratic inclusivity becomes salient.
The emergence of networked governance forms — progressively gravitating toward
informal, horizontal structures — is accompanied by the devaluation of mechanisms for
political accountability, which, in the long term, may precipitate a legitimacy crisis of
public institutions [3, p. 13]. Under these circumstances, the transformation of public
governance through the lens of New Public Management must be viewed not merely
as an administrative innovation, but as a deeply political and philosophical shift that
implicates the anthropological foundations of the state—citizen relationship.

Analysis of recent research and publications. Contemporary academic research
reflects a shift from traditional bureaucratic governance toward a digital era in which
the principles of new public management play a central role. A group of scholars —
M. Di Giulio, G. Vecchi, C. Andersson, A. Hallin, C. Ivory, S. Kuhlmann, J. Marien-
feldt, P. Dunleavy — examine digitalization as a driving force behind administrative
change, transforming governance structures, decision-making models, and the roles of
public servants. These studies emphasize not only technological advancement but also
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the importance of agency, the adaptation of managerial practices to new challenges, and
the evolving nature of citizen engagement.

Another group of researchers, including 1. I. Nikolina, A. Blyznyuk, O. Lyulyov,
S. Mynenko, N. Likarchuk, O. Andrieieva, A. Bernatskyi, focuses on the practical
aspects of digital transformation in public administration. Their work covers the
assessment of digital capacity in government bodies, the development of project
maturity, and the enhancement of transparency. Of particular note is the approach to
emotional engagement with citizens through impression marketing, highlighting the
need to rethink communication strategies in the public sector in alignment with the
principles of the new managerial paradigm.

The aim of this article is to critically elucidate the transformative dynamics of public
governance through the conceptual and institutional prism of New Public Management.

Exposition of the core material. The transformation of public administration in
the context of post-industrial society is acquiring the characteristics of a paradigmatic
shift, characterized by the dominance of the ideological framework of the New Public
Management, which emerged as a response to the inefficiencies of the Weberian
bureaucratic model. Within this context, there is an increasing dissolution of traditional
dichotomies between the public and private spheres, thereby raising the issue of the
convergence of managerial practices [4, p. 7]. For instance, in the Netherlands and
Denmark, decentralized models of governance have been introduced that emphasize
performance, competitiveness, and client-centeredness, thereby demonstrating the
adaptability of national administrative systems to contemporary global challenges.
Concurrently, a normative codification of managerial innovations is taking place,
entailing a regulatory modification of procedural standards. As a result, new architectures
of public administration are emerging, which gravitate toward institutional flexibility
and strategic foresight. Simultaneously, there is an increasing reliance on indicative
planning as a tool of managerial legitimation amid social ambiguity [5, p. 9]. Within
the framework of the New Public Management, effectiveness becomes conceptually
determined through the lens of productivity, transparency, and accountability, which,
however, is often accompanied by the risks of depoliticized decision-making. In
France, for example, the administrative reform initiated in 2001 (LOLF) marked
the integration of results-based management tools, leading to the reconfiguration of
managerial protocols based on programmatic budgeting priorities [6, p. 159]. However,
it should be noted that such institutional hybridization does not necessarily guarantee
improved quality of public services, as there is a discernible trend toward the excessive
formalization of performance. In this regard, epistemological criticism of performance
metrics becomes essential, as these often reduce the complexity of social processes
to quantitative indicators. A dilemma thus arises between managerial technological
rationality and political reasonableness, precluding a uniform reception of the New
Public Management across different administrative contexts [7, p. 477]. Consequently,
market-oriented governance models frequently intersect with counter-discourses of
social justice and inclusivity. This ambivalence determines the heterogeneity of reforms
within the European Union.

The systemic implementation of the principles of the New Public Management
requires areflexive analysis not only of institutional determinants but also of the cognitive
matrices of governance actors, thus highlighting the complexity of this phenomenon. In
Sweden, where a social-democratic model of governance has historically prevailed, the
adaptation of elements of the New Public Management has taken the form of delegating
powers to local communities while maintaining a high level of state regulation. As aresult,
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a tendency toward governance polycentrism emerges, necessitating the complication
of communicative channels between administrative units [8, p. 111]. This process is
accompanied by the growing role of digital technologies as tools of transparency and
control, although it simultaneously raises concerns regarding the algorithmic autonomy
of decision-making. The evolution of public administration is therefore not a linear
process, but rather a multiplicity of developmental trajectories. Under the influence of
globalization imperatives and integrative processes within the European Union, the
New Public Management is evolving into something beyond a technocratic model. It
becomes an ideologeme aspiring to normative universality [9, p. 173].

It is worth noting that the institutional implantation of the New Public Management
does not always take root in administrative cultures characterized by hierarchical
mentalities, as illustrated by the example of Greece, where numerous reform efforts
have encountered the rigidity of governance practices. Here, the conflict between the
normative imperative of modernization and cultural inertia becomes particularly evident,
leading to a low degree of transformation. In this context, international organizations
such as the OECD and the European Commission play a significant role [10, p. 321],
exerting pressure on national governments through the application of indicator-based
policies and conditional financing.

One of the key features of the New Public Management is the adoption of private-
sector models within the realm of public governance, resulting in what may be described
as a «managerial drifty» toward performance-oriented operations. In the United
Kingdom, for instance, the reform of the healthcare sector through the implementation
of the internal market demonstrated both efficiency gains and paradoxical social
consequences. Alongside increases in productivity, there was a noticeable fragmentation
of services and a decline in the system’s integrative capacity, illustrating the tension
between economic logic and the social mission. It should also be noted that excessive
reliance on performance indicators tends to distort managerial priorities, as public
officials become oriented toward achieving formal targets at the expense of substantive
outcomes [11, p, 19]. Consequently, the applicability of corporatist tools in the public
sector becomes a matter of debate. This dilemma necessitates a reconceptualization of
the boundaries of managerial efficiency within the context of democratic accountability.
The New Public Management, being a flexible and controversial concept, underscores the
need for a critical reassessment of the foundational principles of public administration.

From a neo-institutionalist perspective, the New Public Management may be
interpreted as a tool of symbolic legitimation for reforms, carrying more normative than
operational significance. The case of Italy, where a multi-level governance system is
accompanied by a high degree of administrative fragmentation, demonstrates that the New
Public Management often functions as a rhetorical instrument of modernization discourse.
As a result, «showcase reforms» are produced which, while appearing progressive at the
level of political communication, fail to bring about substantive changes in governance
mechanisms. In this context, the phenomenon of simulated reforms emerges, whereby
the external attributes of modernization are not accompanied by internal procedural
transformations. This leads to what may be termed a «theatre of governance,» in
which efficiency and transparency are performed rather than practiced [12, p. 1907].
Simultaneously, institutional entropy increases, undermining the potential for coherent
long-term policy. Thus, the New Public Management may serve as a vehicle of illusory
modernization, where reforms exist only within the confines of reporting structures.

Within the framework of post-neoclassical administrative discourse, the
transformation of public governance through the lens of New Public Management
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emerges not merely as a conceptual renovation, but as a multifaceted shift in
the paradigmatic foundations of the public sphere’s functioning. A comparative
analysis of this phenomenon necessitates the interpretation of complexly structured
administrative dispositives through the prism of institutional pluralism, cognitive
polycentricity, and epistemological fragmentation. The following table serves as an
analytical matrix explicating the key axiomatic contours and implicit mechanisms
of state governance reform under conditions of normative diffusion and managerial
heteronomy (Table 1).

The transformation of public administration through the prism of the New Public
Management is not a uniform process, but rather a multifaceted phenomenon that is

Table 1

Analytical Matrix of the Paradigmatic Transformation
of Public Governance through the Doctrine of New Public Management

Categorical
Framework

Essential
Characteristics

Transformational
Paradigm

Institutional-
Managerial
Implications

Discourse of Neo-
Institutionalism

The predominance

of the normative-
regulatory component
in public administration,
manifested through
hypertrophied
proceduralism and
institutionalized
stagnation

Gradual renovation
of administrative
dispositives via the
implementation

of quasi-market
rationalization
principles

Intervention of extra-
systemic actors into the
bureaucratic paradigm
structure, initiating
emergent organizational
configurations

Axiological Shift

Evolution of the
value-normative matrix
towards prioritization
of outcome over
procedurality

Reorientation from
legitimized hierarchy to
managerial-functional
adaptiveness

Desacralization of formal
procedures in favor of
strategic flexibility and
indicative performance

Mechanisms of
Endogenization

Reconfiguration of state
governance through
incorporation of private
sector instruments

Erosion of the state’s

monolithicity as the sole
provider of services via
public-private synergies

Institutionalization
of cross-sectoral
partnerships as a
response to the
complexities of a
polycrisis societal
environment

Rationality of
Managerial Action

Determination of actions
not solely by legislative
imperatives but by
dynamic situationality
and multilevel reflexivity

Delegation of functional
competencies in favor
of flexible networked
structures

Repoliticization of the
administrative domain
through procedural and
normative hybridization

Epistemological
Reconfiguration

Reconceptualization of
public administration
as a multidisciplinary
phenomenon with
ontological variability

Displacement of

the traditional
ethico-bureaucratic
imperative by cognitive
polycentricity

Affirmation of an
innovation- and
competence-based
approach to civil service
as a modus of societal
transformation

Source: developed by the author based on [4; 8; 10; 11, 12; 13].
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continuously shaped by political, social, and cultural factors. The model of the New
Public Management reveals both the potential for optimization of public processes
and the danger of reductionism, wherein complex social realities are distilled into
technocratic formulas. Depending on the administrative tradition, political will, and
institutional capacity, the outcomes of reforms may differ drastically, necessitating a
contextually grounded analysis. For this reason, scholarly inquiry into the New Public
Management requires an interdisciplinary approach that accommodates the multiplicity
of interpretations and methodologies [13, p. 771]. The universality of this model is
inherently limited by the empirical heterogeneity of the European administrative space.
In the future, it is likely that elements of the New Public.

Conclusions and prospects for further inquiry. Thus, within the framework of
a critical deconstruction of linear-teleological models of public administration, New
Public Management emerges not merely as an administrative innovation but rather as a
profound indicator of a civilizational shift in the paradigmatic configuration of interaction
between governing institutions and the social body. Its epistemological valence lies in
its capacity to articulately reconfigure the very logic of political rationality, displacing it
from the realm of normative universalism toward a domain of situational and context-
dependent pragmatism, wherein classical attributes of statehood increasingly acquire a
rudimentary or even simulacral character. In this respect, New Public Management does
not so much reform the state as it recodes it —-modifying the operative grammar of power
and resemanticizing the institutional language of public service.

The analysis of these transformational processes reveals that the incorporation
of managerial techniques into the public domain is not a neutral act of functional
adaptation, but rather a heteronomous form of epistemic incursion, which precipitates the
deconfiguration of the foundational principles of the public interest. Such a subversion
clearly transcends the simplistic dichotomy of efficiency versus effectiveness, penetrating
instead the deepest layers of administrative subjectivity and dissolving it within the
amorphous structures of quasi-market rhetoric. As a result, public governance forfeits
its sacralized monocentricity and assumes the traits of polyphonic multiplicity which,
despite its superficial inclusivity, risks the dilution of the ethical matrix underpinning
the state’s ontological coherence.

In view of the aforementioned, future scholarly inquiry must be oriented toward
the construction of a transdisciplinary analytical matrix that integrates a hermeneutic
sensitivity to the cultural-anthropological dimensions of governance with a critical-
structural deconstruction of power architectures in the era of post-institutional disarray.
Particularly fertile ground for heuristic exploration lies in the study of latent mechanisms
of legitimation operating within hybridized governance regimes, wherein the state
simultaneously functions as a subject of law, an object of the market, and a bearer of
symbolic capital. It is precisely along this trajectory that a novel paradigm of publicness
may emerge — not as a compilative model, but as a synthetic form of reflexive statecraft
amid epochal indeterminacy.
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