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Abstract
The dialectic between bureaucracy and post-bureaucracy in public administration has given rise to various interpretations that often criticize the limitations  of conventional bureaucracy and encourage the adoption of the post-bureaucracy model. This study aims to analyze the theoretical dialectic between the two paradigms with a focus on identifying gaps in bureaucracy that can be filled through the presence  of post-bureaucracy. The research method used is qualitative with a library research approach, which relies on primary and secondary data sources from related literature. The findings of the study show that  conventional bureaucracy is still needed as a foundation of governance that ensures stability, legal certainty, and procedural accountability. However, in the face of the complexity of the modern environment, this model is considered less responsive to the demands of the dynamics of change, participation, and innovation. This is where post-bureaucracy offers structural flexibility, cross-actor collaboration, digital governance, as well as an orientation to public values. The resulting ideal space is not a substitution, but an integration between the two models: a bureaucracy that maintains rules and accountability, but is flexible and adaptive to change. This synthesis is expected to answer the gap in contemporary public administration and realize stable, inclusive, and responsive governance to the interests of the community.
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Introduction
Commentary on Bureaucracy and Post-Bureaucracy often creates confusion in understanding. Many assume that the two have a very sharp difference, even though this kind of view is too simplistic. Ideally, the assumptions developed focus on the emptiness or limitations contained in the Bureaucracy, so that the existence of Post-Bureaucracy It becomes important to cover the gap. If studied more deeply, the essence of Bureaucracy emphasizing stability, accountability, and adherence to rules through formal hierarchies and procedures, while Post-Bureaucracy emphasizing flexibility, collaboration, and the ability to adapt quickly to change.(Alvesson & Thompson, 2006). The meaning of both actually emphasizes the working mechanism of the organization: Bureaucracy traditional, using rules, procedures, and hierarchies as tools to control and direct organizational behavior, while Post-Bureaucracy is transitional, emphasizing elements of change, flexibility, and the ability of organizations to adapt to complex environmental dynamics.(Parker & Bradley, 2004).
Nevertheless, the existence of Bureaucracy And Post-Bureaucracy It does not mean that the working mechanism of both is completely free from problems. This is precisely where the gap or gap which explains why Post-Bureaucracy is seen as indispensable as a complement as well as a complement Bureaucracy. First review, existence Bureaucracy It often raises negative biases from academic circles regarding its effectiveness in decision-making, in addition to its tendency to have limitations both in theoretical models and in the implementation of the role it performs.(Peters, 1981). Second review, context Bureaucracy Instead, it triggers a hierarchical, rigid, and over-emphasizing work structure, resulting in excessive workload, role limitations, and administrative pressure that leads to the formation of Theory Practice Gap.(Maben et al., 2006). Third review, blank space appears (gap) Between the ideal theory of the role of bureaucracy and the reality of daily public service work which is limited by macro and micro factors, such as institutional rules, resources, and organizational conditions.(Hupe & Buffat, 2014).
From this description, it can be understood that the bureaucracy faces a number of problems, ranging from effectiveness bias in decision-making, rigid and hierarchical work structures, to the emergence of gaps between theory and practice in public services. This condition gives birth to an empty space that the bureaucracy is unable to bridge, thus giving rise to the need for post bureaucracy as a complement as well as a refinement by offering a mechanism that is more adaptive and responsive to the complexity of modern organizations.  
One of the limitations of bureaucracy is the effectiveness bias in decision-making. Rigid hierarchies and lengthy procedures often make the bureaucracy slow to respond to change. Strategic decisions taken are not always timely and sometimes irrelevant to the needs of the community. This phenomenon shows that bureaucracy is less responsive to the complexity of modern organizations.(Aberbach et al., 1981).  In addition, there are significant differences between ideal bureaucratic theory and operational practice. In theory, rules and procedures are meant to create consistency and certainty, but the reality is that bureaucracies often have difficulty implementing them effectively. This gap emphasizes the conceptual limitations of bureaucracy that can affect organizational effectiveness in the context of daily operations.(Allison & Zelikow, 1971).
The bureaucracy also faces the problem of rigid work structures and excessive administrative burdens. Focusing on efficiency through formal procedures and strict hierarchies creates work pressure, limits employee creativity, and barriers to innovation. Rigid structures reduce the flexibility of organizations in responding to changes in the environment, resulting in a gap between organizational capacity and the strategic objectives it wants to achieve.(Hood, 1991). Another gap is seen in public service practices. There is a significant difference between the concept of an ideal bureaucracy and the reality on the ground. Macro and micro factors, such as institutional rules, resource limitations, and organizational conditions, limit the bureaucracy's ability to bridge theory with practice. This gap points to the need for more flexible, responsive, and adaptive organizational mechanisms.(Heckscher, 1994). 
Bridge Bureaucracy  existence Post-Bureaucracy It is present in response to bureaucratic limitations. Main principles Post-Bureaucracy is flexibility, collaboration, decentralization, and results-orientedness, which allows organizations to adapt more quickly to changing environments and stakeholder needs. This mechanism balances the need for bureaucratic stability and accountability with the responsiveness and innovation that modern organizations require.(Heckscher, 1994). Superiority Post-Bureaucracy It can be seen in its ability to close the gap between theory and practice. A more horizontal and collaborative structure allows for faster decision-making that is relevant to the needs of the community, reducing the delays that often occur in the bureaucracy. Public organizations that adopt the principles Post-Bureaucracy able to significantly increase efficiency, creativity, and stakeholder satisfaction.(Gaebler, 1993).
It can be interpreted that post-bureaucracy emerged in response to the limitations of classical bureaucracy, emphasizing flexibility, collaboration, decentralization of decisions, and results-orientation to improve organizational adaptability to changes and stakeholder needs. This model opens up space for innovation, supports visionary leadership, reduces administrative burden, and improves the distribution of responsibilities and responsiveness without sacrificing accountability. As a strategic complement to bureaucracy, post-bureaucracy overcomes rigidity, decision-making bias, resistance to innovation, and theory-practice gaps, while increasing organizational effectiveness and creativity. Based on the problems that have been described, the focus of the study in this essay is directed to the Theoretical Dialectics of Bureaucracy vs Post-Bureaucracy: Filling the Bureaucracy Gap through the Presence of Post-Bureaucracy in the Perspective of Public Administration.
Research Methods
This study uses a qualitative method with a library research approach. This kind of method is seen as a systematic procedure for examining and analyzing written sources in building a theoretical framework. (Sukmadinata, 2017). The researcher determined three types of data sources based on the literature hierarchy which included primary, secondary, and tertiary sources. This classification is important to ensure the depth and completeness of the analysis. (Zed, 2008). In data collection, the researcher applies documentation techniques through the systematic stages of searching, selection, and coding of library materials. This technique is seen as effective to guarantee academic eligibility standards and scientific relevance. (Moleong, 2021). Data analysis is carried out by analyzing qualitative content through the process of data reduction, data presentation, and drawing conclusions. This approach is able to analyze textual data in a systematic and structured manner. (Krippendorff, 2019). This analysis process is reinforced with an interactive model that emphasizes continuous cycles in qualitative data analysis. (Miles & Huberman, 1994). To ensure the validity of the data, the researcher applied theoretical triangulation techniques and trail audits. This technique is important to increase the credibility of research findings through the use of various perspectives and data sources. (Denzin, 1978). The implementation of this research follows a systematic procedure through four main stages of preparation, data collection, data analysis, and reporting. This stage is necessary to ensure the completeness of the data and the depth of comprehensive analysis. (Cooper, 1998).
Results and discussion 
Bureaucracy Gaps 
The debate about bureaucracy has developed far beyond Max Weber's ideal model, giving birth to a wide variety of theories that criticize, revise, or even reject its rational-formal logic. Weber's theory of bureaucracy as a superior efficient machine based on hierarchy, impersonal rules, and specialization has become a starting point for many critics.(Weber, 1978). By Robert K. Merton in the theory of bureaucratic dysfunction reveals the paradox: excessive pressure on rule compliance actually leads toGoal Displacement, where rules become the end goal, not tools, thus creating rigidity and resistance to change.(Merton, 1961) On the other hand, Alvin Gouldner deepens this analysis by pointing out that impersonal rules are not always accepted; In his study, the new rules intended to rationalize actually trigger the cyclepunishment-centered bureaucracythat are full of conflict, or just becomemock bureaucracythat is not obeyed.(Gouldner, 1954).
Philip Selznick introduces the early institutional perspective with the theoryCo-optation, states that the bureaucracy is not a closed entity but rather continues to adapt to environmental pressures by co-opting outside groups, which ultimately shifts the goals of the initial organization (Goal Displacement). (Selznick, 1953). Peter Blau in his empirical study found that innovation and efficiency are often born from deviations from formal rules, through informal collaboration among peers, rather than through rigid hierarchies, thus refuting the claim of efficiency.(Swedberg, 2023). Michel Crozier inThe Bureaucratic Phenomenonasserting that bureaucratic rigidity is precisely caused by the fear of uncertain power relations; Employees use rules to protect themselves and maintain their zone of power, thus hindering adaptation.(Crozier, 1964).
The 1980s brought a new wave of criticism with the theory of public choice (Public Choice Theory) developed by economists such as James Buchanan and Gordon Tullock. They analyze bureaucrats as rational actors who maximize self-interest (e.g., budget, power), so that bureaucracy tends to develop inefficiently and become a burden to society.(Niskanen, 2017) This theory underlies the movement Reinventing Government. Michael Lipsky with theoryStreet-level bureaucracyshifting the focus from peak policies to implementers in the field (such as teachers, police). He argues that these front-level bureaucrats are actually policymakersde facto Because they have discretion in applying abstract rules to concrete cases, which are often affected by limited resources and work pressures.(Lipsky, 2010).
Furthermore, new institutionalist theories offer another explanation for the survival of bureaucratic structures: isomorphism. They argue that organizations adopt bureaucratic structures not for efficiency, but to gain legitimacy and appear rational in the eyes of their environment (normative isomorphism, mimeticand Pricey).(Powell & DiMaggio, 2012). Meanwhile, post-modern theorists such as David Farmer and Charles Fox & Hugh Miller attacked the epistemological foundations of bureaucracy. They see bureaucracy as a product of outdated modernism, too rigid, repressive, and closed for a fluid and pluralistic society. They propose a more fluid, participatory, and reflective post-bureaucratic model.(Farmer, 1995). Finally, the theoryrepresentative bureaucracyarguing that the bureaucracy cannot and should not be neutral; To be legitimacy and responsive, the composition of the bureaucracy must represent the diversity of the communities it serves, so that their values and experiences can influence decision-making and policy outcomes.(Meier, 1975).
On the debate of the bureaucratic context, it can be drawn a common thread on the side of its weaknesses described by the author in the table below;
Table 1. Bureaucratic Weaknesses
	Yes
	Theory / Analysis Construction
	Bureaucratic Weaknesses

	1
	Bureaucracy emphasizes formal hierarchies, standard rules, and task specialization as instruments of efficiency.
	Structural rigidity, resistance to change, rules become the ultimate goal (goal displacement).

	2
	Impersonal rules are meant for organizational rationality.
	Rules often trigger punishment-based bureaucracy, internal conflicts, or mock bureaucracy.

	3
	The bureaucracy adjusts to environmental pressures through the co-optation of outside groups.
	The organization's initial goals shifted, the organization's orientation became adaptive to external pressures rather than the main mission.

	4
	Efficiency and innovation are expected through rigid hierarchies.
	Innovation arises from informal deviations, collaboration between employees, not from formal structures.

	5
	Hierarchical structures are used to protect the employee's zone of power.
	Inhibits adaptation, flexibility, and response to environmental change.

	6
	Centralized decision-making at the top level of the organization.
	Bureaucrats tend to maximize self-interest, slow processes, reduced efficiency.

	7
	Field employees have discretion in the implementation of abstract rules.
	Policy results can differ from initial intentions, influenced by limited resources and work pressure.

	8
	The organization adopts a bureaucratic structure for legitimacy and a rational image.
	Formal structures are not always efficient, the adoption is isomorphic, not due to functional needs.

	9
	Modern bureaucracy emphasizes formal procedures and controls.
	Too rigid, repressive, closed; It is difficult to adapt to a pluralistic and dynamic society.

	10
	Bureaucracy is considered neutral in decision-making.
	Lack of community representation; The values and experiences of the community are not reflected in the policy.


Source: Results of gap analysis  (processed by researchers, 2025).
On what has been constructed by the author above, this is also in line with the gap of the findings of other studies that label that recent developments in the public administration literature are increasingly aggressively dismantling the contextual weaknesses of the Weberian bureaucratic model that are no longer in accordance with the complexity of contemporary society, thus strengthening the urgency of the transition to a post-bureaucratic model. Jan V. Wirth asserts that classical bureaucracy fails to respond to the dynamics of a networked society (Network Society) which demands cross-sector collaboration, flexibility, and rapid adaptation to digital disruption.(Faedlulloh & Yulianto, 2023) This failure was exacerbated by the forging of the COVID-19 pandemic, where rigid bureaucracies proved slow in responding to crises as seen in the slowness in the distribution of aid and vaccines while network-based organizations were able to innovate quickly.(Christensen & Lægreid, 2022).
Furthermore, an ethnographic study by Helen Schwartzman of the public service bureaucracy in four countries shows how the administrative burden of the (red tape) inherent in the Weberian model actually widens access inequalities, as marginalized communities often lack the capacity to navigate complex procedures.(Barnett, 2025) Criticism of bureaucratic neutrality is also getting stronger. Recent Representative Bureaucracy research empirically proves that bureaucracies that do not represent gender, ethnic, and class diversity in their human resource composition tend to produce policies that are biased and unresponsive to the needs of vulnerable groups.(Meier, 2019) These findings reinforce the argument that the claim of Weberian neutrality is actually a myth that hides the dominance of certain group values. Meanwhile, in the context of digital governance, the latest study reveals that the application of digital technology to traditional bureaucratic structures actually risks giving rise to "digital red tape", which is digital procedures that remain rigid and not user-friendly if not accompanied by a change in mindset and organizational structure.(Haug et., al., 2024).
Recent literature also highlights the failure of bureaucracy in managing knowledge (knowledge management). Rigid hierarchies inhibit the flow of horizontal knowledge and experimentation, which is crucial for dealing with complex problems (wicked problems) such as climate change or social inequality. Finally, recent comparative studies conclude that countries that successfully reform towards post-bureaucracy by applying the principles of agile government, decentralization, and results-based management show higher levels of innovation and public satisfaction than those that survive on the traditional model.(Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017). This current body of literature clearly shows that the weakness of bureaucracy is not only internal dysfunction, but its inability to adapt to rapidly changing external contexts, thus driving a paradigmatic need for a post-bureaucratic model. 
The Space of Post-Bureaucracy Novelty over Bureaucracy
The development of post-Weber theory of public administration shows a paradigmatic shift from the traditional bureaucratic model to a more adaptive post-bureaucracy. This theory emerged in response to the various structural weaknesses of the classical bureaucracy that were unable to answer the challenges of contemporary society. Based on a synthesis of ten key theories, post-bureaucracy can be understood as an organizational model that emphasizes flexibility, network collaboration, and results-orientation.
First, new institutional theories explain that post-bureaucracy emerges as a form of normative isomorphism to the increasingly complex pressures of the organizational environment.(Powell, 1991) Second, network policy theory emphasizes the importance of collaboration between organizations in modern governance.(Rhodes, 1996). Third, the theory of resource dependence shows how post-bureaucracy allows organizations to manage dependence on the external environment (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Fourth, contingency theory proves that no organizational structure is universally effective, so post-bureaucracy offers differentiation and integration that suits environmental conditions (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). Fifth, organizational learning theory provides the basis for the development of adaptive capacity in post-bureaucracy (Argyris & Schön, 1978). Sixth, the theory of innovation diffusion explains how post-bureaucracy facilitates the faster spread of innovation (Rogers, 2003).
Seventh, public value theory provides a framework for evaluating the performance of post-bureaucracy based on public value (Moore, 1995). Eighth, agile governance theory offers post-bureaucracy operational principles in a digital context (Luna-Reyes et al., 2020). Ninth, the further developed theory of representative bureaucracy shows how post-bureaucracy can be more inclusive (Meier, 1975). Finally, the theory of deliberative democracy provides a democratic foundation for collaborative practice in post-bureaucracy (Dryzek, 2000).
From  the gaps that arise, it can be mapped the bureaucratic space equipped by post-bureaucracy as shown as follows;
Table 2. Post-Bureaucracy's novelty  in filling the gap in Bureaucracy
	Yes
	Context of Gap Analysis Results 
	Construct Analysis for Post-Bureaucracy in Filling the Bureaucracy Gap

	1
	New Institutional
	Post-bureaucracy was born as a normative response to the pressures of an increasingly complex organizational environment, resulting in more flexible institutional adaptations.

	2
	Policy Network
	Emphasizing the importance of cross-organizational and actor collaboration in modern governance, replacing the classic bureaucratic hierarchical structure.

	3
	Resource Dependence
	Post-bureaucracy allows organizations to manage external dependencies through reciprocal relationships and resource networks.

	4
	Contingency
	There is no universal organizational design; Post-bureaucracy provides space for differentiation and integration according to the environmental context.

	5
	Organizational Learning
	Provide the basis for adaptive and innovative capacity in the face of rapid change.

	6
	Innovation Diffusion
	Facilitate the acceleration of the dissemination of ideas and technologies through a more open and responsive structure.

	7
	Public Value
	Organizational performance evaluation is oriented towards creating public value, not just procedural efficiency.

	8
	Agile Governance
	Provide adaptive, responsive, and digital-friendly operational principles in public governance.

	9
	Representative Bureaucracy
	Opening up opportunities for wider inclusivity through the representation of diverse actors and interests.

	10
	Deliberative Democracy
	Presenting a democratic dimension in collaborative practices and joint decision-making.


Source: Results of gap analysis  (processed by researchers, 2025).
On top of what the author has mapped out, it is also in line with some of the claims of follow-up findings as we know that, the common point shows that, post-Bureaucracy fills the empty spaces left by classical bureaucracy through the ten critical dimensions. First, post-bureaucracy fills  the innovation void by creating an organizational structure that encourages experimentation and learning, in contrast to traditional bureaucracy that focuses on standardization (Hamel, 2007). Second, post-bureaucracy fills the space for collaboration through the formation of multi-stakeholder networks that transcend traditional hierarchical boundaries (O'Leary & Bingham, 2009). Third, in terms of responsiveness, post-bureaucracy offers a mechanism for rapid adaptation to changes in the external environment that classical bureaucracy cannot accommodate (Christensen & Lægreid, 2011). Fourth, post-bureaucracy fills the gap of horizontal accountability through a more inclusive system of transparency and public participation (Bovens, 2007).
Fifth, from the perspective of organizational justice, post-bureaucracy corrects the inequality generated by formal meritocratic systems through a substantive representation approach (Riccucci & Van Ryzin, 2017). Sixth, in terms of efficiency, post-bureaucracy overcomes bureaucratic inefficiency through the application of the principles of agile governance (Janowski, 2016). Seventh, post-bureaucracy fills the legitimacy space by building trust through openness and real performance rather than relying on formal authority (Tyler, 2006). Eighth, from the perspective of sustainability, post-bureaucracy adopts an institutional sustainability approach through continuous adaptation capacity (Peters, 2010). Ninth, in the technological dimension, post-bureaucracy utilizes digital transformation to create participatory smart governance (Dunleavy et al., 2006). Finally, post-bureaucracy fills the space of administrative ethics through the strengthening of public values and citizenship in government practice (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2015).
Finding the Ideal Space for Bureaucracy and Post-Bureaucracy in Addressing Public Administration Gaps.
	Based on the construction of argumentation claims and gap approaches in various previous studies, the author positions that the existence of post-bureaucracy is the answer to limitations bureaucracy. However, the slice of space between the two still needs further discussion to provide input for ideals in answering the gap in public administration. The space includes flexibility in organizational structure, cross-actor collaboration through networks, adaptability to environmental changes, acceleration of innovation diffusion, strengthening orientation to public values, inclusivity of representation, and the development of agile and digital-based governance. As for the limitations in this study, the author focuses more on the implementation aspect so that the ideal Post-Bureaucracy able to answer the challenges that are still inherent in bureaucracy. 
	The seema presented in this research study is presented by the author in the following chart;
Picture. 1.  Secma Findings Bureaucracy  Study on the existence of post-bureaucracy




	




Source: Results of gap analysis  (processed by researchers, 2025).
The existence of an ideal space between bureaucracy and post-bureaucracy is a fundamental necessity in the development of contemporary public administration theory and practice. This departs from the fact that  the classic Weber model of bureaucracy, which has long been considered an ideal type, in practice is indeed able to provide legal certainty, organizational stability, and procedural accountability. However, the model cannot be separated from fundamental weaknesses, such as rigid rules, overly rigid hierarchies, excessive procedural tendencies, and slow responses to changes in the social, political, and technological environment. This condition creates a  gap between  a static bureaucratic mechanism and the needs of a society that is increasingly dynamic, adaptive, and demands fast and innovation-based public services.
In response to these limitations,  a post-bureaucracy model  was born that emphasizes the flexibility of organizational structures, cross-actor collaboration through networks, orientation to public outcomes and values, and the ability to absorb and accelerate the diffusion of innovation. This model also provides space for inclusivity of representation and the use of more agile and digital-friendly governance, so that it can answer the challenges of the times that can no longer be faced with classic bureaucratic mechanisms alone. However, post-bureaucracy is not free from potential weaknesses, such as reduced legal certainty, weakened procedural consistency, and risk of creating accountability ambiguity due to the dominance of the principles of flexibility and network collaboration. This is where the ideal space finds its relevance, namely the need to integrate the power of bureaucracy in maintaining stability, legality, and formal legitimacy, with the superiority of post-bureaucracy in realizing responsiveness, innovation, and orientation to public values.
The ideal space must conceptually be understood as a meeting point, not a replacement. This means that bureaucracy is not completely abandoned because it still retains an important function in ensuring legal certainty and administrative consistency, while post-bureaucracy also cannot stand on its own because it requires a formal rule base to maintain accountability. The integration of the two will result in a hybrid model of public administration: on the one hand it still upholds legal-rational principles and bureaucratic efficiency, but on the other hand it is able to adapt to the demands of the times that demand innovation, collaboration, inclusivity, and governance based on digital technology. Thus, this ideal space serves not only as a practical solution to the public administrative gap, but also as a normative framework that guides the direction of governance reform towards a new ideal, namely public governance that is not only procedural, but also valuable, participatory, and adaptive
In the recent development of public administration, the idea of the need to find an ideal space between bureaucracy and post-bureaucracy is increasingly gaining scientific legitimacy from various contemporary studies. This stems from the fact that classical bureaucracy that emphasizes procedural certainty and formal hierarchy tends to be slow to respond to the complexity of societal dynamics, while post-bureaucracy that emphasizes flexibility, collaboration, and innovation often faces issues of legitimacy and accountability. Another megamini finding is what the author has claimed.  That there is an urgency for a synthesis between the two. Klijn and Koppenjan emphasized through governance network theory that hybrid governance practices that combine formal bureaucratic stability with collaborative network flexibility are a middle way to answer the challenges of modern governance (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2012). 
This view is reinforced by Clarke, Lindquist, and Roy who state that in the digital age, bureaucracy can no longer rely on old patterns, but must integrate digital technology to strengthen citizen responsiveness and participation (Clarke et al., 2017). In line with that, the study on Digital Era Governance shows that the transformation of public services through digitalization requires a combination of clear bureaucratic procedures and technology-based innovations to keep services accountable but responsive (Luna-Reyes & Gil-García, 2022). Furthermore, digital governance theory  emphasizes the importance of updated control, coordination, and trust mechanisms through digital instruments so that governments are not only procedurally efficient, but also inclusive and adaptive (Mergel et al., 2023).
 Meanwhile, Bo Peng through the concept of digital leadership emphasized that the success of this ideal space is also highly determined by an open, cross-border, and agile leadership style in orchestrating integration between bureaucracy and post-bureaucracy (Peng, 2022). Thus, the support of these post-2010 theories confirms that the ideal space is a scientific as well as a practical need in answering the gap in public administration in the contemporary era. In the dialectic of public administration, the need to find the ideal space between bureaucracy and post-bureaucracy is  increasingly urgent as the complexity of governance demands speed, transparency, and public participation. One of the approaches that strengthens this thesis is New Public Governance (NPG) which emphasizes the importance of multistakeholder collaboration and interdependence of actors in answering public problems. Thus, post-bureaucracy is positioned not as a total replacement, but as a correction to the limitations of bureaucratic rigidity, especially in terms of coordination and responsiveness to change. The ideal space can arise from the integration of the value of bureaucratic legal certainty with the network flexibility offered by this new paradigm (Osborne, 2010).
In addition, the Collaborative Governance Theory affirms that public administration gaps can be addressed through institutional arrangements that foster trust, sustainable dialogue, and cross-sectoral resource sharing. This theory places post-bureaucracy as a framework that allows the creation of adaptive networks, while bureaucracy remains the foundation for guaranteeing procedural accountability. By combining the two, the ideal space allows the development of governance that is more legitimate and adaptive to the needs of contemporary society (Ansell & Gash, 2012).
Furthermore, Digital Era Governance (DEG) offers the perspective that the ideal space can be found through the integration of digitalization in bureaucratic structures that have been considered sluggish. Through DEG, the public service process can be accelerated, transparency is more maintained, and citizen participation is wider. In this context, bureaucracy remains necessary to guarantee legal stability, while post-bureaucracy enriches the process with digital flexibility. This ideal space ultimately confirms that technological innovation cannot be separated from bureaucratic values such as certainty and legality (Dunleavy et al., 2011).
Then, Agile Governance emphasizes the importance of rapid and iterative adaptation in the face of global uncertainty. The ideal space for public administration will be difficult to achieve if it only relies on  rigid bureaucracy, but it is also risky if it only prioritizes  a liquid post-bureaucracy without a formal framework. Therefore, the integration of the two results in agile governance: the bureaucracy provides formal legitimacy, while the post-bureaucracy provides adaptive flexibility. This combination opens up the ideal space to answer the gap in public administration (OECD, 2018).
Finally, the Public Value Theory updated after 2010 emphasizes that the ultimate goal of public administration is the creation of public value that is recognized by the community. In this case, bureaucracy provides normative legitimacy and accountability, while post-bureaucracy provides room for participation and innovation. The ideal space can only be found when these two paradigms are combined, so that public administration is not only procedural, but also substantive in presenting values that are directly felt by citizens (Bryson, Crosby, & Bloomberg, 2014).
Conclusion 
It can be concluded that the limitations  of bureaucracy and the opportunities offered by post-bureaucracy, it can be affirmed that the presence of a new paradigm is not to erase the old, but to find the ideal wedge point in answering the gap in public administration. Bureaucracy is still needed because it provides stability, legal certainty, and procedural clarity that are the main foundation of the administration of government. However, in the context of the complexity of the modern environment, these aspects are not enough to address the dynamics of change, the demands for participation, and the need for innovation. This is where post-bureaucracy comes in by offering structural flexibility, cross-actor collaboration, digital governance, and an orientation to public values. The ideal space in question is the integration of the two poles, namely a bureaucracy that maintains rules and accountability, but is flexible to changes and responsive to the demands of society. Through flexibility, digital adaptation, network governance, and strengthening innovation, public administration can more effectively respond to contemporary governance challenges. Thus, the search for an ideal space between bureaucracy and post-bureaucracy is not only an academic discourse, but a practical necessity to encourage the creation of public governance that is stable, inclusive, responsive, and oriented towards the interests of the wider community.
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