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The article analyses the main peculiarities of public 

and organisations’ management. Business and public or-

ganizations, working in the same environment, operate 

different systems of management.  

Efficiency is one of the essential differences between 

public and private organisations. While efficiency in the 

case of private firm can usually be measured by comparing 

the amount of resources used for production and the 

amount of outcome produced it is not the same with public 

organisations. 

As underlying and fundamental aim of the new public 

management (NPM) reform program is to transform man-

agement of public organisations into a business-like man-

agement. NPM incorporates the importation of private sector 

management systems and techniques into the public services.  

Keywords: public organisations, private organisations, 

new public management, efficiency, differen-

ces, goals. 

Introduction 

Business and public organisations, working in the 

same environment, operate different systems of manage-

ment. In this way there appears the demand of analysing 

the activity of those sectors as well as their peculiarities 

and differences. 

Free- market economy raises new requirements to the 

public management. New public management is trying to 

adopt the efficient business organisations management 

elements in public administration management. 

The peculiarities of public organisations and their 

management are analyzed by Wilson J. Q. (1989), Swiss J. 

E. (1991), Stewart J.(1992), Peters B. G. (1995), Denhardt 

R., (1995); Gordon G.J., Milakovich,M.E.,(1995); Klein-

ing J., (1996), Schafritz J., Russel E., (1997) Pollitt Ch., 

Bouckaert G.(2003), Parsons W. (2001). Questions about 

New Public Management were examined by Aucoin P. 

(1990), Abrahamson E. (1990), Hood C. (1991, 1995), 

Osborne D., Gaeble T. (1992), Nunberg B. (1992), Lam J. 

T. M. (1996), Ridley F. F. (1996), Sozen S., Shaw I. 

(2002), Norbert T., Adrian R. (2004). Public organisations 

management problems in Lithuania were analyzed by 

Raipa A., Melnikas B., Jasaitis E. and others (2001, 2002), 

S. Puškorius (2002). 

While there is a considerable agreement that during the 

last decade the government’s sphere of action has been 

expanding, not everyone agrees that its efficiency is suffi-

cient. Discussion on the efficiency of public bureaucracy 

almost inevitably involves comparing it with private sector 

management. A superficial comparison of these two areas 

would reveal that usually it is private sector that is more 

efficient and it more accurately responds to the needs of 

individual clients. However, if we look not only at the sat-

isfaction of individuals but also at that of society, this 

comparison becomes more complicated as the term “effi-

ciency” gets vague. 

The article deals with the peculiarities of public organisa-

tions management. The paper is divided into three parts. The 

first part examines the differences between business and pub-

lic organisations. The second part analyses efficiency and its 

measurement. The third part examines the international appli-

cability of new public management. 

Research object – management of public organisations. 

Research aim – to disclose the distinctions of public 

organisations management, influenced by the differences 

between public and business organisations. 

Research methods – the analysis of scientific litera-

ture, logical analysis, analysis of statistical data, conclu-

sion formulating.  

Public and Business Organisations: the Main 

Differences 

While the attainment and the number of goals differ 

significantly in the amount of the discretion public organi-

sations and private companies posses, it is important to 

note that public organisations and their officers cannot 

choose their goals themselves as their private counterparts 

do. If private firms have one chief obligation to operate 

according to the laws, public organisations are much more 

tied by various regulations and subject to the observance 

by special bodies. This leads Wilson (1989) to say that 

government management tends to be driven by the con-

straints on the organization, not its tasks. Organisations are 

more than private enterprises constrained to formulate nec-

essary policies and have fewer resources to implement 

them. Furthermore, these constraints originate not in the 

bureaucracy but in the democratic political system.  

Stewart (1992), Sakalas and Vienazindiene (2004) pre-

sent the main differences between business and public or-

ganisations (see table 1). 

Public organisations only have the amount of discre-

tion that is passed to them by the external organizations 

while private companies set their objectives themselves. In 

democratic political systems, this means that public or-

ganisations are the subject to the control of democratically 

elected politicians. This also means that while we may not 

demand equality from private firms as wealth is not dis-

tributed equally, we may demand that public services 

should treat everyone equally as every citizen has one vote.  
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Table 1 

Differences between business and public organisations 

Business organisations Public organisations 

Goals 

Clearly defined goals 

Seeking to increase market part 

Striving for profit 

Uncertain and complex goals 

Following collective values 

Striving to serve not only for clients, but for citizens too 

Motivated not by market changes, but by accessibility of the 

recourses 

Conditions 

Sharp competition 

Market conditions 

Not impact by political and law restricts 

Report to shareholders 

Using secrecy as business confidentiality 

Recourses are obtained form business profit and loans 

May enlarge the capital 

May evaluate the effectiveness of the activity by aspect of products 

Many concerned persons (heads, politicians, citizens, consumers) 

The activity is restricted by politics and laws 

Public accountability 

Short-term politics 

Accumulation of funds by taxation 

Complex and considerable evaluation of the activity 

Complex of politics’ implementation 

Tasks 

Managers have freedom to manage and take risk 

Flexible decisions 

Tasks setting on the base of the goals and responsibility 

Striving for collective goals 

The activity is watched by society 

Balancing between the different interests 

It is difficult to evaluate the results 

Personnel is not involved in the policy formulation 

 

Most widely discussed examples of the constraints on 

public bureaucracies are constraints on financing and per-

sonnel management. Private companies can raise capital in 

many ways but public organisations usually have only one 

source of income — the state budget. Any attempt to remu-

nerate public organisations according to any indicators of 

their efficiency would raise debates if such course of action 

were permissible. Even if public organisations would suc-

ceed in convincing the public that it is nothing wrong to 

profit on public service, outcomes of some public organisa-

tions still will not be easily measurable as some of them are 

organizations serving unwilling customers or hold monopoly 

of service. And even if the outcomes of the organization will 

be clearly measurable, it will be difficult to evaluate the 

merit of each bureaucrat — the ease of evaluation would 

decrease when going to upper levels of management. Never-

theless, as Peters (1995) claims, during the last two decades 

merit pay systems were widely elaborated.  

Private firms can allocate financial resources in the 

most efficient way while the allocation of resources in pub-

lic organisations is determined by the rules taking into ac-

count some of the contextual goals. While private firm can 

retain earnings and use them to pay bonuses or to invest 

into the development of its facilities, public organisation 

must return all unused funds to the state budget. Moreover, 

public organisations are not encouraged to save their funds 

as they may be accused of under financing their programs. 

From Lithuanian point of view, however, situation when a 

public organisation has any unused funds seems extraordi-

nary as most organisations receive only a fraction of funds 

that were put down during the process of budget adoption. 

(This process itself may be an important factor as it shows 

that public bureaucracies, differently from private ones, 

may be constrained not only by laws and regulations but 

also by personal attitudes of the politicians who are adopt-

ing the budget.)  

A private company has only a few limits to set the sal-

ary of its workers while public organisation’s discretion is 

limited by the clear rules set by legislative or executive 

bodies of the state. Therefore the situation when salaries in 

public organisations are higher (or lower) than in private 

ones is not surprising, especially when it is considered that 

it is not always possible to evaluate the outcome of public 

organisation therefore we lack effective means to deter-

mine the actual costs of labour (nevertheless, in some 

countries public service wages are determined according to 

private sector ones). Not only salaries of the private execu-

tives are more clearly defined — employees in private 

firm, as it was mentioned, have more possibilities to bene-

fit from good market performance of their company.  

Public organisation’s recruitment pattern is also sub-

ject to strict rules. In some countries, all bureaucrats are 

even recruited by a single body while private firms retain 

considerable freedom of hiring and firing their workers. 

The number of workers in private firms depends upon pro-

duction requirements while public organisations have their 

number of bureaucrats determined by state regulation. 

Usually the number of bureaucrats doing the same kind of 

work in public organisation is larger than in private one as 

public bureaucracy must ensure not only the attainment of 

its major goal but also of contextual goals and follow strict 

rules of operation that should be overseen by greater num-

ber of persons.  

Data on the activity of the population and average 

monthly gross earnings in Lithuania are presented on ta-

bles 2 and 3 (Statistical Yearbook of Lithuania 2004).  

On the other hand, because of the rules, public bureau-

crats sometimes enjoy lesser responsibility than private 

managers. As it was mentioned, constraints matter more 

than goals. Public officer is usually protected from firing 

even if the organisation does not perform well but he may 

be dismissed for not complying with the single regulation. 

Therefore it is compliance with the rules and not initiative 

that is encouraged. Conversely, private companies, espe-

cially at the higher levels of management, encourage pri-

vate initiative and remunerate it accordingly. 
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Table 2 

Activity of the population 

 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Thousand     

Total population 

as of January 1 
3512.1 3487.0 3475.6 3462.5 

Labour force 1671.5 1635.8 1630.3 1641.9 

Employed 1397.8 1351.8 1405.9 1438.0 

Public sector 474.9 453.3 422.7 403.9 

Private sector 923.0 898.5 983.2 1034.1 

 

Not all the differences between public and private or-

ganisations can be explained in terms of the company and 

its position. Some differences between the two types of 

organisations originate in the incentives of their employ-

ees. One of the most important, though not the only, incen-

tive of public officer as well as private manager is payment 

for his or her job. Although it is difficult to compare all 

private and public sector jobs, sometimes public bureau-

crats are better paid than private managers. Peters (1995) 

expands this argument pointing out that unskilled or semi-

skilled workers in public organisations usually receive 

more than they would in private ones. However, in most of 

the developed countries, bureaucrats with higher responsi-

bilities are paid less than their private counterparts. There-

fore the incentives to take greater responsibility may be 

stronger in private than in public sector management.  

Table 3 

Average monthly gross earnings (by litas) 

 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Whole economy 970.8 982.3 1013.9 1055.7 

Public sector 1076.8 1097.8 1133.8 1190.3 

Private sector 878.1 888.1 925.8 958.6 

 

Material incentives are not the only ones, especially 

for those occupying higher echelon positions — as Wilson 

(1989) claims, if the importance of material incentives is 

decreased by political decisions, relative importance of 

other would increase. Among such incentives he mentions 

struggle for successful appearance of the organisation, not 

necessarily for its success, which is essential for private 

businesses. Other incentives for public officers include 

purposive and solidary ones. While these incentives are 

observed not only in public bureaucracy but also in private 

sector, they are much more relevant in the former than in 

the latter. Public service usually provides bureaucrat with 

greater influence on the implementation (and to some ex-

tent on the formation) of policy than the same position in 

private firm. Also, especially in the developed countries, 

public officers enjoy considerable prestige.  

The Measurement of efficiency  

Efficiency is one of the essential differences between 

public and private organisations. While efficiency in the 

case of private firm can usually be measured by comparing 

the amount of resources used for production and the 

amount of outcome produced (the more is produced with 

the same amount of resources, the more efficient is the 

company), it is not the same with public organisations.  

Wilson (1989) notes that for public organisations, ef-

ficiency means not only one output considered. While 

there may be one major goal according to which we can 

measure the performance of public organisation there 

always are some contextual goals that public bureaucracy 

must try to attain. Even if we considered only major 

goals, we would find that often they are difficult to meas-

ure as some public organisations exist to supply services 

that are immeasurable in economic terms (hence they are 

not supplied by the market). Outcome of the attainment 

of contextual goals such as equality of treatment and ade-

quate representation, accountability (in this essay, the 

issue of the control of bureaucracy is not treated at full 

length, rather, the intention that bureaucracy should be 

subject to public control is considered as one of contex-

tual goals), responsibility, integration of the minorities, 

hiring on the basis of merit, reputation of integrity, confi-

dence of people is even less measurable. Furthermore, 

there is little agreement on the relative importance of 

each contextual goal and some of them are even incom-

patible, for example equal treatment and treatment ac-

cording to the merits, therefore the consideration of the 

trade-offs is inevitable.  

Public organisation by its definition must serve these 

“public” goals even at the cost of decreasing narrowly de-

fined efficiency. The attainment of these goals decreases 

efficiency in that it produces additional set of rules and 

standard operating procedures which public organisation 

must follow to reduce costs, establish hierarchy, treat 

equals equally, etc.  

Market firms show greater capacity to react to external 

challenges (bureaucracies also can react promptly but usu-

ally when private, not public, interests are at stake). Private 

organisations have strong incentives to increase the effi-

ciency of their management as they face market competi-

tion where immobility often means bankruptcy. To sur-

vive, private firms must constantly improve their services 

or products while public organisations hold monopoly po-

sition, which together with long procedures of approving 

any major improvement in their services discourages any 

new initiative. Public organisations do not struggle in the 

sense that private companies do, and they also do not go 

bankrupt.  

Generally, it is argued that the efficiency (in its narrow 

definition) of private companies is greater than of public 

ones because of three main reasons:  

1. Lower labour costs  

2. More effective management  

3. Greater competition.  

However, precise measurement of public organisa-

tions’ performance is not always available as they supply 

commonly consumed products or are monopolists in their 

own sphere thus giving no idea of basic point for meas-

urement.  

The international applicability of new public 

management 

Fundamental aim of the new public management 

(NPM) reform program is to transform the organisa-
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tional identity of public organisations into a business-

like identity. NPM has been around for well over a dec-

ade and its key features are well known. However, the 

term persists, as it is useful to describe the particular 

features of this developing management model. More-

over, although NPM is well established in the countries 

such as the UK and The Netherlands, it can still be de-

scribed as “new” with respect to its introduction into 

some countries. Indeed the adoption of NPM by increas-

ing numbers of countries worldwide has been described 

as “one of the most striking international trends in pub-

lic administration” (Hood, 1991, p.3).  

Osborne and Gaebler (1992) see NPM as part of what 

they term “entrepreneurial government”. Their version of 

NPM is viewed as a new global paradigm emerging in 

contemporary public administration. Some commentators 

go even further and argue that NPM is a world-wide phe-

nomenon (Lam, 1996), moving swiftly from one country 

to another, manifesting a kind of global demonstration 

affect (Nunberg, 1992) and as an “irresistible force” rap-

idly spreading across Europe (Ridley, 1996). 

Aucoin (1990) points to the “internationalisation of 

public management” and argues that in almost every gov-

ernment with developed political systems and highly in-

stitutionalised administrations there is a new emphasis on 

the organisational designs for public management. The 

OECD, which is committed to a view of international 

convergence on a “common reform agenda”, aims to fos-

ter NPM in all member countries (OECD, 1995). Implicit 

in such views is the belief that NPM is a public admini-

stration management model that is universally applicable 

regardless of social, cultural and political nature of the 

intended host country. 

Contrary to the view that the new public management 

movement is a “new global paradigm” are some that ar-

gues that NPM represents only a short-term managerial 

fad (Abrahamson, 1991). 

In contrast with the arguments of Osborne and Gae-

bler (1992) that there exists a single NPM model, Hood 

(1995) rejects this view and argues instead that there is 

actually a range of alternative future patterns of NPM that 

will adjust to the developing organisation of the public 

services. Ferlie et al. (1996) also see Osborne and Gae-

bler’s view as simplistic and over deterministic, as for 

them the public management movement has had a highly 

variable international impact. They also identified vari-

ants that have emerged in different countries. The nature 

of the variation, they argue, seem to be dependent upon 

the basis of local history, culture and political and mana-

gerial leadership both of the state and of the public or-

ganisation concerned. 

The new public management model, which underpins 

the pursuit of the “3 e’s” – economy, efficiency, and ef-

fectiveness – may offer the solution to public administra-

tion problems (Sozen and Shaw, 2002). 

Norbert and Adrian (2004) present IOP management 

concept of public sector, which develops public sector 

modernisation in three directions: innovations, organisa-

tions and personnel (see figure). 

Evidence from international comparisons has dem-

onstrated substantial differences in the pace, nature and 

extent of NPM-type reforms. There is no simple con-

vergence on one new public management model, but 

rather that a range of options is available. While ex-

plaining differences in public sector reforms in Euro-

pean countries, Ridley (1996) places emphasis upon 

cultural and political factors – i.e. a country’s system of 

government, its constitutional and legislative process. 
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Conclusions 

1. Public organisations cannot choose their goals 

themselves as their private counterparts do. If pri-

vate firms have one chief obligation to operate ac-

cording to the laws, public organisations are much 

more tied by various regulations. 

2. Public organisation cannot choose its own goals; its 

freedom of recruitment, remuneration, fund raising 

and resource allocation and is much more con-

strained than private firm.  

3. Attainment of these contextual goals produces a set 

of additional regulations, which slow down the 

work and might reduce the responsibility and block 

the initiative.  

4. Private company has only a few limits to set the 

salary of its workers while public organisation’s 

discretion is limited by the clear rules set by legisla-

tive or executive bodies of the state.  

5. Analysis of the activity and average monthly gross 

earnings of Lithuania’s population showed that 

about 2 times less employees are employed in pub-

lic sector as in private sector. But salaries in public 

organisations are higher than in private ones. 

6. Efficiency is one of the essential differences be-

tween public and private organisations. While effi-

ciency in the case of private firm can usually be 

measured by comparing the amount of resources 

used for production and the amount of outcome 

produced, it is not the same with public organisa-

tions. Efficiency in its narrow definition of private 

companies is greater than of public ones because of 

three main reasons: lower labour costs, more effec-

tive management, greater competition.  

7. Fundamental aim of NPM reform program is to 

transform the organisational identity of public or-

ganisations into a business-like identity. 

8. NPM incorporates the importation of private sector 

management systems and techniques into the public 

services. Injection of market forces, commercial cri-

teria and competition has been central to NPM-style 

reforms. 

9. IOP management concept of public sector develops 

public sector modernisation in three directions: in-

novations, organisations and personnel. 
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Viešųjų organizacijų valdymas: specifika, efektyvumas, tarptautinė 
patirtis 

Santrauka 

Perėjimas į rinkos ekonomiką palietė ne tik verslo organizacijas 

– žymūs pokyčiai vyksta ir viešojo administravimo srityje. Viešojo 

administravimo įstaigas įprasta traktuoti kaip biurokratines įstaigas, 

orientuotas daugiau į politinių tikslų siekimą. Tačiau pastaruoju metu 

sparčiai vystosi naujoji viešoji vadyba, kurioje mėginama pritaikyti 

efektyvius verslo organizacijos vadybos elementus viešosioms or-

ganizacijoms valdyti.  

Viešojo sektoriaus organizacijų ir jų vadybos ypatumus 

nagrinėjo J. Q. Wilson (1989), J. E. Swiss (1991), J. Stewart (1992), 

B. G. Peters (1995) R. Denhardt (1995), G.J. Gordon, M.E. Mi-
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lakovich (1995), J.Kleining (1996), J.Schafritz, E. Russel, (1997) Ch. 

Pollitt, G. Bouckaert (2003), W. Parsons (2001).ir kt. Naujosios 

viešosios vadybos klausimus analizavo P. Aucoin (1990), E. Abra-

hamson (1990), C. Hood (1991, 1995), D. Osborne ir T. Gaebler 

(1992), B. Nunberg (1992), J. T. M. Lam (1996), F. F. Ridley (1996), 

S. Sozen ir I. Shaw (2002), T. Norbert ir R. Adrian (2004). Lietuvoje 

viešųjų organizacijų vadybos klausimus nagrinėjo A. Raipa, B. Mel-

nikas, E. Jasaitis ir kt. (2001, 2002), S. Puškorius (2002) ir kiti. 

Tyrimo objektas – viešojo sektoriaus organizacijų valdymas.  

Tyrimo tikslas – atskleisti viešojo sektoriaus organizacijų 

valdymo specifiką, veikiamą viešųjų ir verslo organizacijų skirtumų. 

Tyrimo metodai – mokslinės literatūros analizė, statistinių 

duomenų analizė, loginė analizė, išvadų formulavimas. 

Straipsnis susideda iš trijų dalių. Pirmojoje analizuojami verslo 

ir viešųjų organizacijų skirtumai. Antrojoje nagrinėjama šių dviejų 

sektorių organizacijų veiklos efektyvumo ir jo matavimo specifika. 

Trečioji dalis skirta naujosios viešosios vadybos tarptautinio pritai-

komumo klausimams. 

Egzistuoja valdymo specialistų nuomonė, kad verslo organi-

zacijų valdymo stiliai ir technika gali būti pritaikyta viešojo adminis-

travimo organizacijoms valdyti. Kitaip tariant, valdymo teorijos yra 

bendros ir gali būti pritaikomos šių dviejų sektorių organizacijoms. 

Tačiau esama ir tokio požiūrio kritikų. Jų argumentai – viešasis sek-

torius skiriasi nuo verslo sektoriaus. Vyriausybinės organizacijos 

labai skiriasi nuo verslo organizacijų, ir valdymo technika negali būti 

perkelta iš verslo sektoriaus be išsamaus pagrindimo (Sherman, 

1996). Skirtumai remiasi tuo, jog verslo organizacijos veikia rinkos 

sąlygomis, o viešojo administravimo organizacijos nesiekia pelno ir 

joms netenka taikytis prie rinkos sąlygų ir jų svyravimų.  

Stewart J. (1992) išnagrinėjo viešojo administravimo organi-

zacijų tikslus, sąlygas ir uždavinius, kurių jos siekia, ir tuo remdama-

sis tvirtina, kad viešojo administravimo organizacijų valdymas yra 

savitas, besiremiantis kitokiais pagrindais nei verslo organizacijų. 

Viešojo administravimo organizacijų tikslai paprastai būna 

daugialypiai ir vienodai svarbūs. Didesnis tikslų ir kriterijų neaišku-

mas bei neapčiuopiamumas. Ryški konfliktuojančių tikslų tendencija.  

Viešojo sektoriaus organizacijų veikla griežtai reglamentuojama 

politikos ir įstatymų; daug suinteresuotų grupių (vadovai, politikai, 

piliečiai, klientai); pasirieškia stiprus visuomenės spaudimas. 

Viešosios organizacijos, skirtingai negu verslo organizacijos, 

turi mažesnes finansavimo šaltinių pasirinkimo galimybes. 

Darbo jėgos samdos ir apmokėjimo klausimai viešojo sektoriaus 

organizacijose yra labiau reglamentuojami įstatymų, nutarimų bei 

valstybės biudžeto. 

Kita sritis, kurioje išryškėja viešojo administravimo organizacijų 
skirtumai – veiklos įvertinimas. Kiekviena organizacija siekia savo veiklą 
vykdyti efektyviai, tačiau efektyvumas labai dažnai suprantamas nevie-

nodai. Efektyvumas yra vienas pagrindinių viešojo ir verslo sektoriaus 

organizacijų skirtumų. Verslo organizacijų vadovai, pasitelkę vertinius 

rodiklius, gali įvertinti organizacijos veiklą įvairiais aspektais: kiekybės, 

kokybės, novatoriškumo ir kt. Tradiciškai efektyvumas matuojamas lygi-

nant išlaidas ir pajamas, o viešosiose organizacijose jis paprastai siejamas 

su tikslų pasiekimu. Dažniausiai laikomasi nuostatos, kad privačiose 

organizacijose efektyvumas didesnis negu viešosiose dėl šių pagrindinių 
priežasčių: mažesnių darbo jėgos kaštų; efektyvesnio valdymo; didesnės 
konkurencijos. 

Tačiau tai nereiškia, kad, nepaisant skirtingų veiklos principų, į 
kuriuos reikia būtinai atsižvelgti, skirtumus dažnai lemia skirtingos

tradicijos, veiklos principai, įteisinti įstatymuose, tautos sąmonėje ir 

pan. Galima drąsiai teigti, kad verslo įmonių vadybos sistema yra 

dinamiškesnė, besikeičianti, prisitaikanti prie sparčiai besikeičiančių 

vidaus ir aplinkos sąlygų nei viešojo sektoriaus organizacijų adminis-

tracinė sistema, kuri yra labiau biurokratinė, silpniau reaguoja į ap-

linkos pokyčius. Todėl neabejotinai naudinga perimti verslo įmonių 

pažangius vadybos elementus, įdiegti juos į viešojo administravimo 

sistemą ir pritaikyti naująją viešąją vadybą, kurioje būtų įvertinti 

minėti privalumai. 

Pagrindinis naujosios viešosios vadybos reformos programos 

tikslas – transformuoti viešosios organizacijos identitetą į panašios į 
verslo organizacijos identitetą. 

Įvairūs autoriai nevienodai traktuoja naujosios viešosios vady-

bos tarptautinį perimamumą ir pritaikomumą. Vieni teigia, kad nau-

joji viešoji vadyba yra pasaulinio masto fenomenas, perduodamas iš 

vienos šalies į kitą; kiti neigia vieno naujosios viešos vadybos mode-

lio pritaikymo galimybes skirtingo išsivystymo bei kultūrinių ir polit-

inių tradicijų šalyse.  

T. Norbert ir R. Adrian (2004) pristato IOP viešojo sektoriaus 

valdymo koncepciją, kurios esmę sudaro viešojo sektoriaus moderni-

zavimas iš karto trimis kryptimis: inovacijų, organizacijos ir personalo. 

Apibendrinant mokslinę literatūrą viešojo sektoriaus organi-

zacijų vadybos klausimais, galima suformuluoti šias išvadas: 

1. Viešosios organizacijos negali laisvai formuluoti savo tikslų, 

kaip tai daro verslo organizacijos. Viešosios organizacijos 

yra labiau suvaržytos įvairių reguliavimo mechanizmų. 

2. Viešosios organizacijos negali laisvai pasirinkti finansavimo 

šaltinių, darbo jėgos samdos ir apmokėjimo sąlygų. 

3. Papildomos reguliavimo priemonės lėtina viešojo sektoriaus 

organizacijų veiklą, mažina atsakomybę, stabdo iniciatyvą. 

4. Privačių verslo organizacijų apmokėjimo srities apribojimai 

nedideli, tuo tarpu viešųjų organizacijų darbuotojų darbo 

užmokestis yra reglamentuojamas įstatymų ir vykdomosios 

valdžios bei valstybės biudžeto. 

5. Darbo jėgos užimtumo ir darbo užmokesčio analizė Lietuvoje 

parodė, kad viešajame sektoriuje darbuotojų yra apie 2,5 

karto mažiau negu privačiame sektoriuje. Tačiau atlyginimai 

viešosiose organizacijose viršija privačiųjų lygį. 

6. Efektyvumas yra vienas pagrindinių viešojo ir verslo sektori-

aus organizacijų skirtumų. Tradiciškai efektyvumas matuo-

jamas lyginant išlaidas ir pajamas, o viešosiose organizaci-

jose jis paprastai siejamas su tikslų pasiekimu. Dažniausiai 

laikomasi nuostatos, kad privačiose organizacijose efekty-

vumas didesnis negu viešosiose dėl šių pagrindinių priežas-

čių: mažesnių darbo jėgos kaštų; efektyvesnio valdymo; 

didesnės konkurencijos. 

7. Pagrindinis nujosios viešosios vadybos (NVV) reformos pro-

gramos tikslas – transformuoti viešosios organizacijos iden-

titetą į panašios į verslo organizacijos identitetą. 

8. NVV įdiegia pažangius verslo įmonių vadybos elementus į 
viešąją vadybą. 

9. IOP viešojo sektoriaus valdymo koncepcijos esmę sudaro 

viešojo sektoriaus modernizavimas iš karto trimis kryptimis: 

inovacijų, organizacijos ir personalo. 

Raktažodžiai: viešosios organizacijos, verslo organizacijos, naujoji viešoji 

vadyba, efektyvumas, skirtumai, tikslai. 
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