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Many public sector organizations worldwide
have undergone structural reforms in an
attempt to increase efficiency, efficacy, and
the quality of service. The new public
management (NPM) agenda was the starting
point (Hood, 1995; Lapsley, 1999, 2008),
introducing a new culture of service delivery
and performance evaluation, based on
performance measurement. Performance
indicators (PIs) were designed to help
managers achieve efficiency and effectiveness
and promote better decisions towards
continuous improvement (Rautiainen et al.,
2011).

Law enforcement is one public service
area that has adopted this new performance
culture (Carmona and Grönlund, 2003;
Collier, 2006; Manning, 2008; Rautiainen et
al., 2011). Several countries, such as Australia,
Canada, Finland, the Netherlands, New
Zealand, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, the UK
and the USA, have implemented
performance measurement in law
enforcement (Loveday, 1995; Collier, 2001a,
2001b, 2004; Carmona and Grönlund, 2003;
Hoque et al., 2004; Hoogenboezem and
Hoogenboezem, 2005; Gomes et al., 2008;
Rautiainen et al., 2011). The use of the
balanced scorecard (BSC) in the Swedish
(Carmona and Grönlund, 2003) and Scottish
(Wisniewski and Dickson, 2001) police
systems are also important examples of
innovative practices in police performance
assessment.

Law enforcement in many countries is

facing reductions in government funding
together with increases in community
demands for services. This had led to a move
towards ‘managing for outcomes’ (Rautiainen
et al., 2011). In this sense, police services
have gradually come to incorporate
performance measurement and management
in their management models (Loveday, 1995;
Rogerson, 1995; Collier, 2001b, 2004;
Carmona and Grönlund, 2003; Hoque et al.,
2004; Lambropoulou, 2004; Rautiainen et
al., 2011). The aim is to measure outcomes of
police work and their relationship with
output measures, based on the capacity to
carry out their operational activities with
available resources and on the capacity to
increase the level of public safety.

This is difficult to do in policing because
of the ambiguity in the conceptualization of
performance and because disclosure of
information is often guarded (Carter et al.,
1993; Carmona and Grönlund, 2003). In
addition, different stakeholders have
different views about what constitutes good
performance (Carmona and Grönlund,
2003). Police activities are essentially
intangible and not easily quantified: for
example providing the public with a feeling
of safety, building relationships with
communities, and multi-agency policing.
Therefore, caution needs to be exercised
when developing a performance
measurement system if the objective is to
capture the quality and effectiveness of police
work.
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Performance measurement in law
enforcement
Police activities are largely determined by
external, or environmental, factors which
are hard to control—socio-economic and
demographic variables (Collier, 1998, 2001b;
Drake and Simper, 2005). Moreover, a
quantitative approach can be problematic
because it ‘cannot capture the dynamics of
police/public interactions at the micro level,
and fails to produce organizational or
individual learning of any future worth’
(Shilston, 2008, p. 359). In this sense, Carter
et al. (1993, p. 7) assert that performance
measures of police activities are, in fact,
performance measures of the community as
a whole. In order to adopt multidimensional
performance measurement systems, law
enforcement agencies need to define
qualitative and quantitative performance
measures (Jackson, 1993; Guthrie and
English, 1997; Kloot and Martin, 2000) that
relate results and operating activities.

Police forces carry out diverse functions,
ranging from crime prevention, community
policing, law enforcement and the
maintenance of public order, prevention of
drug use and trafficking, and promoting
road safety and feelings of security.
Consequently, there is a risk of ambiguity in
goal-setting and in the measurability of
outputs and outcomes. To deal with these
complexities, performance measurement
must have a clear definition of goals and
responsibilities, as well as a clear picture of
core activities (Rogerson, 1995; Verbeeten,
2008).

Policing has been changing from a focus
on the reduction of crime to more of an
emphasis on community policing—where
citizens play an important role in raising the
quality of urban life (Carmona and Grönlund,
2003, p. 1481). Crime rate is not sufficient to
evaluate police performance; more
qualitative and quantitative information on
outputs and outcomes need to be included.
Therefore, a multidimensional approach is
needed to attempt to draw a clear picture of
police performance (Carmona and Salvador,
2003; Rautiainen et al., 2011).

The UK was a pioneer in adopting PIs in
law enforcement in the 1980s. Performance
measurement of public service delivery has
come a long way since then, particularly in
financial management (Rogerson, 1995). In
the UK in the mid 1990s, greater freedoms
were given to chief constables to manage
their resources and be held more accountable

and police forces were required to use
‘performance targets that would prioritize
activity of the following year’ (Collier, 2001b,
p. 473). The linkage between funding and
performance and the promotion of the
strategic planning were the most important
aspects of these reforms (Rogerson, 1995).
This reform agenda led to the Police Reform
Act 2002 which considers how police forces
can show value for money based on
government strategic policy targets.

More recently in the UK, in the mid
2000s, a major new initiative was adopted to
foster community policing—the
neighbourhood policing programme
(Neyroud, 2008). This programme aims to
reduce the gap between police performance
and public confidence, drawing on evidence
from the UK, the USA, and Australia. Unlike
earlier models, the focus is on signalling
‘crimes that have a disproportionate impact
on local public perceptions of policing and
on measures of trust and confidence that
local communities have in the police’ (Innes,
2004, cited by Neyroud, 2008, p. 343).

Other countries have followed the British
example. Portugal is one such case. The
Portuguese changes include the introduction
of a new paradigm based on community
policing and the measurement of
performance (Gomes et al., 2008). In
Portugal, there are two national police forces
responsible for the prevention and detection
of crime and the maintenance of law and
order:

•The Guarda Nacional Republicana (GNR),
which polices smaller rural population
centres and rural areas.

•The Polícia de Segurança Pública (PSP),
which polices urban centres (Barros, 2006).

Both report to the Ministry of Internal
Administration, and have very limited
administrative and financial autonomy.
There is a national structure and a rigid
management and accountability structure.
In addition, Portugal has two other police
forces:

•Polícia Judiciária (PJ): responsible for
criminal investigation and accountable to
the Ministry of Justice.

•The Polícia Municipal (PM), which oversees
specific urban civil activities and is
accountable both to the Ministry of the
Territorial Planning and the Ministry of
Internal Administration.
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The Portuguese government is reforming
the police system to create a unitary model,
like the one in Spain. This will encompass
the GNR, the PSP, and the PJ. However,
Portugal is a relative late comer to NPM
(Carvalho et al., 2006) and so financial and
management initiatives are not as advanced
as in the UK (Araújo, 2001; Carvalho et al.,
2006). However, reforms have been
introduced in at least one of the four national
Portuguese police forces—the PSP. This
article focuses on those changes.

Performance measurement and
management in the PSP
The PSP’s mission is to assure legal
democracy, internal safety, and human
rights. Five strategic goals have been defined
for the PSP (PSP Report, 2008): increase
citizen safety; reduce criminality and
insecurity; promote road safety; improve
quality of service; increase skills in human
resources.

The PSP has a hierarchical structure led
by a national director appointed by the
Ministry of Internal Administration and is
organized into two regional constabularies,
two metropolitan constabularies, and 16
district constabularies. The total budget of
the PSP was about 612 million euro in 2008,
the majority of which (about 93%) was
allocated to staffing. The PSP had over 20,000
staff in 2007 and 2008 (see table 1). This
number decreased from 2007 to 2008,
following government pressure to reduce
the number of civil servants. Police officers
constitute about 80% of total staff, so the
ratio of police officers per 1000 inhabitants
is about 1.6 police officers (Portugal’s
population is almost 11 million).

However, the results of a nationwide
survey that we conducted in 2006, showed
that PSP police officers spend only 40% of
their time on community policing. The rest
of their time is spent on administrative and
secondary functions. This is a problem in
terms of effective performance measurement
because people tend to evaluate police
services in terms of the number of police
officers they see patrolling the streets (Collier,
2001b).

In recent years, the PSP has been under
pressure to introduce a management model
that is more pro-active and more citizen-
oriented. As in other parts of the Portuguese
public sector, the police have introduced
management by objectives (Gomes et al.,
2008). Our 2006 survey applied to all PSP

agency heads and focused on the
development of performance measurement
systems.* Respondents thought that the most
useful performance measures were around
citizen satisfaction, employees’ performance
and operational efficiency. Police chiefs paid
little attention to financial measures. This
focus on citizens, employees, and quality is
in line with the PSP’s mission.

About 75% of respondents said that PSP’s
mission and associated goals were defined
clearly. In addition, around 66% considered
that measurable targets were accurately
defined and that results/achievements were
being measured. These results indicate that
performance measurement systems are being
considered or are already in use in PSP
agencies.

Regarding the main constraints in the
implementation of performance
measurement systems, respondents
highlighted the short-term approach taken
by public policy-makers (the lack of a strategic
and pro-active management model), the lack
of financial autonomy, the disconnection
between the performance measurement
system and the reward system, and resistance
to change.

More recently, there have been two major
organizational changes to the PSP
management model:

•The introduction of an integrated program
of community policing (PIPP) which aims
to articulate crime prevention and
proximity policing with public order,
criminal investigation, and police
information.

•New legislation introducing changes in the
performance measurement and
assessment of public services aimed at
promoting accountability and improving
decision-making.

*A nationwide postal survey was sent in early 2006
to all Portuguese police chiefs except in the GNR. A
total of 243 questionnaires was returned (response
rate = 48%). The questionnaire explored the extent
of BSC application and management’s willingness
to apply the BSC. The questionnaire was informed
by face-to-face interviews conducted with police
chiefs. The questionnaire had four sections:
descriptions of the responding officers and agencies;
the perceived importance of specific NPM issues
and on the level of effective autonomy; the use and
importance of performance measures; and level of
knowledge of and predisposition toward the BSC.
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PIPP
PIPP is a government programme which
uses strategic initiatives and operational
objectives to reform police services with
improved co-ordination, evaluation, and
training. The goal is to articulate core police
activities (crime prevention, community
policing, public order, and crime
investigation) in order to increase efficiency
in resource allocation and improve the quality
of service delivery. PIPP’s goals are similar
to those in the UK’s neighbourhood policing
programme. PIPP was initially implemented
as a pilot project in 26 subunits of the PSP in
the year 2006 and by the end of 2008, its
coverage expanded to 112 subunits.

Two specialized teams were introduced
in each subunit: a ‘proximity and victim
support team’ (responsible for security and
policing in each area of responsibility) and a
‘safe school programme team’ (responsible
for security and surveillance in schools). The
officers in these teams work closely with
residents, and particularly with vulnerable
people (for example young children,
teenagers, elderly, residents of problem
neighbourhoods). Another innovative
procedure under the PIPP is the evaluation
of police performance (financed by the
Programa Operacional da Administração
Pública—POPA). Police performance is
assessed both from the perspective of the
population (perceptions of police work
carried out, feelings of security or insecurity,
and PIPP’s impact on society); and from the
perspective of the police officers (how they
think they relate to the population and the
structure in which they operate).

PIPP was first evaluated in October 2006
and then again in December 2007. The results
of these evaluations showed that people
perceived an increase in the number of police
officers on the streets between 2006 and
2007 (PSP Report, 2008). Although the
population saw this change as positive, no
structural changes were detected. Police
officers also valued proximity to, and good

relationships with, the general population,
as well as with other police forces and
organizations and other community services.
Despite generally positive results, police
officers said that police work was still focused
on the patrol car and continued to be very
much a reactive police force (PSP Report,
2008, pp. 207–211).

A new performance measurement and
assessment system in the PSP
Other changes also occurred in the
performance assessment of police work in
Portugal. For example an integrated system
for management and performance
assessment of public administration
(SIADAP) was introduced in 2007. This is a
management by objectives model which aims
to strengthen a culture of assessment and
accountability in the public sector and to
monitor whether the service is complying
with its organizational mission. Thus, this is
a new model of management and
performance assessment that focuses on the
alignment between service performance and
the performance of those working in it—
both management (top and middle) and
employees. ‘The success of SIADAP and
management by objectives shall be largely
based on the existence of quality management
information systems that supply timely,
relevant, and accurate data on the evolution
of results’ (Ministry of Finance, 2007, p. 19).
In addition to the SIADAP, a new
performance management tool was also
introduced to help the process of
performance assessment of each service—
the framework of assessment and
accountability (QUAR).

SIADAP and QUAR have been
compulsory for law enforcement since 2007
and PSP performance based on these new
requirements was first assessed in 2008.
According these requirements, the first
QUAR of the PSP was elaborated for the year
2008 and included multi-annual strategic
objectives (goals),  annual objectives

Table 1. PSP staffing.

Staff 2007 2008 Variation

Senior officials 662 811 149
Chiefs and deputy chiefs 2648 2530 -118
Police officers 18,973 17,976 -997
Employees  (non-police functions) 1016 826 -190

Total 23,299 22143 -1156

Sources: PSP Social Balance (2007 and 2008) and PSP Activities Report (2008)—see www.psp.pt
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(operational objectives), key performance
indicators (KPIs), as well as the respective
verification sources. Another important
aspect is that performance measures are
organized into:

•Effectiveness—measures the extent to which
a service achieves its objectives and obtains
or exceeds the expected results.

•Efficiency—measures the relationship
between outputs and the resources used.

•Quality—measures the extent to which
outputs meet users’ needs.

The performance measurement system
must be designed to work with the planning
and control system and with the management
cycle, therefore providing a tool for
monitoring and assessing compliance with
strategic goals and annual targets based on
quantitative indicators. Five key stages are
involved:

•Setting objectives for each organizational
unit for the following year.

•Approval of the budget and statement of its
personnel.

•Definition of the activities for the coming
year and the key PIs (both for units and
for the organization as a whole).

•Monitoring the revision of the objectives.
•Performance report with qualitative and

quantitative information on the
achievements and annual self-assessment.

The monitoring and revision of the
objectives allows for feedback on what has
already been accomplished and the
introduction of improvements throughout
the system. The performance report explains
the achieved levels of effectiveness, efficiency,
and quality compared with the commitments
set out in the planning and control
documents. Political leaders therefore have
quantitative and qualitative information on
outputs and outcomes in order to evaluate
the performance of top managers.

As a result of these organizational
changes, policing in Portugal has moved
from a reactive and rigid model to a more
pro-active and modern management model.

Framework of performance indicators
used by the PSP
Following SIADAP requirements, the PSP
elaborates a QUAR for each fiscal year that
includes a framework of PIs based on
measures of effectiveness, efficiency, and

quality. Operational objectives (based on the
five key stages) are defined with objective
and quantitative PIs. Defining targets allows
an organization to assess its achievements, as
well as quantify gaps between desired and
achieved goals. The 2008 PSP QUAR
consisted of 13 objectives, seven effectiveness
indicators, four efficiency indicators, and
two quality indicators. Thus, a single
indicator and target was used to measure
achievements according to each operational
objective. Table 2 summarizes the main PIs
adopted by the PSP for self-assessment for
this year.

Some interesting and important issues
emerge from the analysis of table 2. First,
different metrics are used by the PSP to
measure PIs (for example number of actions,
days). Also, there is a high level of consistency
between objectives, indicators, and targets.

Second, effectiveness measures are
greatly oriented toward the PIPP objectives
(i.e. the percentage of subunits that integrate
the PIPP and the percentage of visible
policing actions), particularly the reduction
of crime (the number of special operations in
crime prevention). The PSP emphasizes
community policing actions and police
presence in the streets to increase the public’s
feeling of security. However, the PSP did not
develop any measures aimed at increasing
public safety or reducing crime rates, which
are important outputs of police work.

Third, the efficiency measures are
oriented towards processes. There is an
emphasis on time response and the
simplification of processes, such as the
reduction of the average time taken to issue
licences. This could be a consequence of new
administrative procedures introduced in the
Portuguese public sector called SIMPLEX,
which aims to shorten and simplify
administrative procedures—reducing ‘red
tape’. There is still a lot of room for
improvement, particularly in the short term
with additional measures of outputs,
outcomes, and the use of resources.

Finally, quality measures are focused on
service delivery and have a greater
orientation toward the implementation of
good practices in the PSP. With regard to
achievements, the majority of the objectives
have been met, and, in most cases, the PSP
exceeded the targets in 2008 and again in
2009 for effectiveness measures. Although
other factors can be associated with
improvements in the PSP, the results shown
for 2008 (and 2009) show some degree of
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success of the goal- and results-oriented
management reforms.

Our survey results were consistent with
the framework. Survey respondents agreed
that the level of productivity, employee and
citizen satisfaction, response time, the
reduction of the crime rate, and the number
of complaints are some of the most important
PIs for measuring performance in police
agencies.

Concluding remarks
Measuring performance in law enforcement
is challenging due to factors that cannot be
controlled (community behaviour,
unemployment etc.), as well as the lack of a
‘performance culture’ (Carter et al., 1993;
Collier, 2006). Unintended consequences can
also result when systems are introduced (de
Bruijn, 2002; Thomas, 2006).

Despite all of the limitations, many
governments have implemented police
performance measurement systems. Crime

rate is no longer the only bottom-line measure
of performance in policing. Increasing
demands and limited resources require that
law enforcement managers improve their
capacity to serve their communities by
preventing and controlling crime. In
Portugal, the implementation of a new
performance measurement and assessment
model in the PSP is still novel. The emphasis
has been placed on increasing community
policing (based on the PIPP objectives),
making police officers more visible on the
streets, and simplifying procedures.

However, the Portuguese police need to
pay more attention to the measurement of
outputs, outcomes, and the use of resources.
For example, PIs need to be developed to
measure the sense of public security and
safety, the level of the fear of crime, the
percentage of calls answered within target
response times, the number of public
complaints per 1000 officers and the
percentage of complaints substantiated can

Table 2. Performance indicators and achievements of the PSP.

Measures Objectives Indicators Targets 2008 achievements 2009 achievements
(2008) (results relative (results relative

to 2008 targets) to 2008 targets)

Effectiveness O1: Increase number of No. of subunits that 128 subunits 112 subunits 150 subunits
subunits that integrate integrate the PIPP/ (-12.5%) (+17.2%)
the PIPP by 60% Total No. of subunits

O2: Increase the number of No. of visible police 1602 actions 2888 actions 10,598 operations
visible police actions/ actions in 2008/ (+180.27%) (+561.5%)
activities by 7.5% No. of visible police

actions in 2007*100

O3: Increase to 40 the number No. of special 40 operations 603 operations 703 operations
of special operations on crime operations on (+1507.5%) (+1.657%)
prevention crime prevention

O4: Increase in 5% the number (Total actions in 2008/ 13,823 actions 14,789 actions 17,314 operations
of enforcement actions oriented Total actions in 2007) (+6,99%) (+25.25%)
to risk factors on road *100

Efficiency O1: Reduction of 10% in (Average time [days] 288 days 90 days (+220%) N/a
average  time (days) to issue in 2007/Average time
licences for private security [days] in 2008)*100

O2: Reduction of 10% in (Average time [days] in 67 days 66 days (+1.52%) N/a
average time (days) to issue 2007/Average time
weapons licences [days] in 2008)*100

Quality O1: Disseminate 3 good No. of good practices 3 good practices 6 good practices N/a
practices on community reported via the PSP (+100%)
policing intranet

O2: Dematerialize 20% of (No. of dematerialized 20% 20.6% (+3%) N/a
processes of weapon licensing processes in 2008/Total
processes registered in 2008 processes registered in

2008)*100
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lead to substantial improvements in the
performance assessment of police work. In
addition measures are needed to produce a
better picture of the police performance.

In summary, the Portuguese police service
has been focusing on performance
measurement and assessment for the past 10
years as a consequence of important changes in
the country’s police management paradigm.
Similarly with many other countries, the
definition of efficiency, effectiveness, and quality
measures, with associated targets, have become
important aspects of the police management
model in Portugal. In the short term, these
changes have produced significant
improvements in police performance.

References
Araújo, J. (2001), Improving public service

delivery: the crossroads between NPM and
traditional bureaucracy. Public Administration,
79, 4, pp. 915–932.

de Bruijn, H. (2002), Managing Performance in
the Public Sector (Routledge, London).

Barros, C. (2006), Productivity growth in the
Lisbon police force. Public Organization
Review, 6, pp. 21–35.

Carmona, S. and Grönlund, A. (2003),
Measures vs actions: the balanced scorecard
in Swedish law enforcement. International
Journal of Operations & Production Management,
23, 12, pp. 1475–1496.

Carter, N., Klein, R. and Day, P. (1993), How
Organizations Measure Success: The Use of
Performance Indicators in Government
(Routledge, London).

Carvalho, J., Fernandes, M. J., Lambert, V.
and Lapsley, I. (2006), Measuring fire service
performance: a comparative study.
International Journal of Public  Sector
Management, 19, 2, pp. 165–179.

Coll ier,  P. (1998),  Operations and
accountability: the role of performance
indicators, financial devolution and strategy
in the management of a police force.
International Journal of Police Science and
Management, 1, 1, pp. 81–93.

Collier, P. (2001a), Police performance
management—an ethical dilemma. In
Neyroud, P. and Alan, B. (Eds), Policing,
Ethics and Human Rights (Willan Publishing/
Routledge, London).

Collier, P. (2001b), The power of accounting:
a field study of local financial management in
a police force. Management Accounting
Research, 12, pp. 465–486.

Collier, P. (2004), Police in South Africa:
replication and resistance to new public

management reforms. Public Management
Review, 6, 1, pp. 1–20.

Collier, P. (2006), Costing police services: the
polit icization of accounting. Crit ical
Perspectives on Accounting, 17, pp. 57–86.

Drake, L. and Simper, R. (2005), The
measurement of police force efficiency: an
assessment of UK. Contemporary Economic
Policy, 23, 4, pp. 465–482.

Gomes, P., Mendes, S. and Carvalho, J. (2008),
Use of performance measurement in the
public sector: the case of the police service.
In Jorge, S. (Ed), Implementing Reforms in
Public Sector Accounting (Coimbra University
Press, Portugal).

Guthrie, J. and English, L. (1997), Performance
information and program evaluation in the
Australian public sector. International Journal
of Public Sector Management, 10, 3, pp. 154–
164.

Hoque, Z., Arends, S. and Alexander, R. (2004),
Policing the police service: a case study of the
rise of ‘new public management’ within an
Australian police service. Accounting, Auditing
& Accountability Journal, 17, 1, pp. 59–84.

Hood, C. (1995), The ‘new public management’
in the 1980s: variations on a theme.
Accounting, Organizations & Society, 20, 2/3,
pp. 93–109.

Hoogenboezem, A. and Hoogenboezem, B.
(2005), Coping with targets: performance
measurement in the Netherlands police.
International Journal of Productivity and
Performance Management, 54, 7, pp. 568–578.

Jackson, P. (1993), Public service performance
evaluation: a strategic perspective. Public
Money & Management, 13, 4, pp. 9–14.

Kloot, L. and Martin, J. (2000), Strategic
performance management: a balanced
approach to performance management issues
in local government. Management Accounting
Research, 11, pp. 231–251.

Lambropoulou, E. (2004). Citizen’s safety,
business trust and Greek police. International
Review of Administrative Sciences, 70, 1, pp.
89–110.

Lapsley, I. (1999), Accounting and the new
public management: instruments of
substantive efficiency or a rationalizing
modernity? Financial Accountability and
Management, 15, 3/4, pp. 201–207.

Lapsley, I. (2008), The NPM agenda: back to
the future. Financial Accountability and
Management, 24, 1, pp. 77–96.

Loveday, B. (1995), Reforming the police: from
local service to state police? Political Quarterly,
pp. 141–156.

Manning, P. (2008), Performance rituals.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [b

-o
n:

 B
ib

lio
te

ca
 d

o 
co

nh
ec

im
en

to
 o

nl
in

e 
U

M
in

ho
] a

t 0
2:

42
 0

7 
M

ar
ch

 2
01

3 



PUBLIC MONEY & MANAGEMENT JANUARY 2013

38

© 2013 THE AUTHORS
JOURNAL COMPILATION © 2013 CIPFA

Policing: A Journal of Policy and Practice, 2, 3,
pp. 284–293.

Ministry of Finance, (2007), State Budget for
2008 Report. See http://www.gpeari.min-
financas.pt/arquivo-interno-de-ficheiros/
o r c a m e n t o - d o - e s t a d o /
Relatorio%20OE2008_EN.pdf/view

Neyroud, P. (2008), Past, present and future
performance: lessons and prospects for the
measurement of police performance. Policing,
2, 3, pp. 340–348.

Rautiainen, A., Urquia, E. and Munoz, C.
(2011), Analyzing and developing police
performance indicators: a comparative case
study of Spain and Finland. Paper presented
at the European Accounting Association
conference, Rome.

Rogerson, P. (1995),  Performance
measurement and policing: police service or
law enforcement agency? Public & Money

Management, 15, 4, pp. 25–30.
Shilston, T. (2008), One, two, three, what are

we still counting for? Police performance
regimes, public perceptions of service
delivery and the failure of quantitative
measurement. Policing, 2, 3, pp. 359–366.

Thomas, P. (2006), Performance Measurement,
Report ing, Obstacles  and Accountabil i ty
(Australian National University Press,
Canberra).

Verbeeten, M. (2008),  Performance
management practices in public sector
organizations: impact on performance.
Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal,
21, pp. 427–454.

Wisniewski, M. and Dickson, A. (2001),
Measuring performance in Dumfries and
Galloway constabulary with the balanced
scorecard. Journal of the Operational Research
Society, 52, pp. 1057–1066.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [b

-o
n:

 B
ib

lio
te

ca
 d

o 
co

nh
ec

im
en

to
 o

nl
in

e 
U

M
in

ho
] a

t 0
2:

42
 0

7 
M

ar
ch

 2
01

3 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


