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參、專題演講 II
Keynote Speech II

摘要：

公部們使用績效評估是一個非常具有爭議性的議題，績效評估跟目標有關，其評價兩極，而績

效評估面臨到兩個問題，一個是沒有辦法去評估重要的事情，另外一個就是必須在工作的時後設定

目標。在公共行政的制度之下，公務人員應該要很務實，不應太過理想化，公部門碰到問題時，則

要有批判思考的精神，不能憤世嫉俗，而是找出解決方案。大家對績效評估的期待，可以讓我們用

績效評估的方式對人員來做評量，再來就是透過績效評估來做為如升遷、加薪的工具。然而績效評

估面臨到一些問題，分別是 (1)績效評估的方式太過簡單，只看投入的金錢和時間，以及最後的產出，

而未在績效評估的時候去評量結果跟過程。因此，我們不知道長期下來某些政策的結果或是表現的

影響力在哪裡？ (2) 績效評估只有去看個別的表現，並沒有把大環境納入考量 (3) 我們的資源受限制，

好像沒有辦法再達成目標 (4) 沒有把歷史脈絡納入考量，不能只看現在的績效為何沒達到目標。由於

有以上問題，因此績效評估是否適用到公部門為探討之重點，我們訪談的公務員，認為要透過績效

評估的方式讓外界看到，公部門其實做得非常好，重點不是要解決問題，問題在於沒有一個工具、

一個數據給大家看。讓社會大眾從這個角度看到公部門，必須要有很好、可靠的績效指標，但是需

要考量到所有會影響到相關績效的因素，重點就是環境、情境，請務必要把環境、情境、相關條件

放入，如此才能夠得到最正確的答案。 
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貳、專題演講 II
一、時    間：101 年 10 月 15 日 ( 星期一 ) 下午 1 時 30 分

二、主   題：How to use performance measures and to convince public officials that they  are indeed useful.

三、主持人：詹中原考試委員

四、演講人：Michiel S. de Vries 國際行政學校暨機構聯合會主席

五、內   容：

非常謝謝本次會議的主辦單位，我很榮幸能夠參與這次的會議並且擔任專題演講人。首先，我

不知道大家對我要談的內容同意與否，無論如何我覺得有不同觀點是好的，因為我喜歡討論。其次，

如果大家對我所說的有不同見解，我希望能夠有些討論、辯論，這樣會更好。

我們要談的是公部門使用績效評估，這是一個非常具有爭議性的議題，因為我們講到績效評估

的時候就跟目標有關係，要去評估是否能達到目標。私部門使用績效評估越來越普遍，也愈來愈多

人支持績效評估，其認為績效評估可以讓一般人員去達到目標，但也有很多人持保留態度，不知道

績效評估是否真的能夠達到所謂的效果？是否真的能夠反映出大家在工作上的表現？這也表示績效

評估是否真的有所謂的效度？有許多學者認為公共行政非常複雜，無法用簡單的績效評估去判定是

否達到目標，因為它無法完整的反映出公務體制的效度，因此，部分學者主張要用不同的方式做評

估會比較適合。

有些醫療相關的研究報告指出，在做績效評估的時候反而會影響到醫療人員所提供的醫療品質，

亦即績效評估並無法讓這些醫療人員去達成良好的服務，反而會影響病患所獲得的服務品質。常言

道：「有時候我們沒有辦法去評估重要的事情」，這個就是績效評估所面臨的問題；另外一個績效

評估所面臨的問題就是我們必須在工作的時候設定目標，例如：我們必須在 1 個月內回應民眾的來

信，如果在期限內我們只回了 90% 的信，似乎就沒有達到目標，這時政府就會說：「的確沒有達到

這個目標，可能是因為我們的業務量太大了，又或者是說我們面臨太多的問題，所以表現不如預期，

也不是我的問題。」。

在公共行政的制度之下，諸位都是公務人員，所以我們應該是務實的，而非理想化的，理想化

這樣的事情是要讓政治人物來做的，我們必須要讓公共服務是很務實、很實際的，而我們也希望能

有好的績效表現。面對問題，我們應該要有批判思考的精神而不是憤世嫉俗，試著找出解決方案，

這就是我們希望達成的目標。接下來會談到績效評估所面臨的問題，其亦為世界各地公部門所面臨

的問題。目前很多人都不支持績效評估，所以要怎麼樣讓績效評估能夠做得更好，要怎麼樣去提升

它的運用，即為接下來要談的重點，讓我們來談談大家對績效評估有哪些期待，如中途有不同意見，

都可提出來做討論。

績效評估是讓我們可以用評量的方式來對我們的公務人員作考核，比如說有時候你覺得一個人

績效沒有達到標準，那麼就要被解雇，這個是大家的觀念或思維；再者就是可利用績效評估來做部
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門控制，比如說某些部門做得不好、表現不盡理想，就應裁撤該部門；或是透過績效評估來激勵我

們的公務人員，比如說有些人的表現超乎預期，本來預定目標為 80 分，但他做到 100 分，此時，就

可以利用加薪等方式來激勵我們的公務人員；還有績效評估也可用來做為升遷的依據，表現不錯的

人就可以更上一層樓，而且可以從中互相學習，比如說，某個部門表現良好，就可成為其他部門的

模範並學習。所以績效評估可以促使大家精進自己的工作能力，如能確實完成目標者，則能讓公部

門提升績效，並讓我們知道每一個部門的工作表現及公務人員做事的方法正確與否、投入的經費和

時間是否妥適、如何激勵員工、如何說服其他人了解到我們的組織表現良好，以及如何發現做得好

及表現好的業務單位、還有我們哪些做法不錯、哪些做法是行不通的，如果某些措施行不通，要如

何改進並提出的解決之道。

雖然說績效評估能夠讓公部門更好，但仍有漫漫長路需要去改進，因為很多表現不好組織單位

要去改變某些做事的方法是很曠日費時的，即便我們知道說要如何改進，但改進的方法我們不曉得，

也不知道要如何進行，也沒人知道改善問題的方法在哪裡，而改革就像是一個賭注，對於實際改革

的人員來說是冒很大風險的，這個時候公務人員的士氣就會下降，因為我們不知道應如何改善現有

的做法，也不知道解決的方法在哪裡，有的人聲稱知道改變的方式，但很多時候是高估了自己，或

許大家有些不同的意見，但這就是我的看法，所以我們必須要去找到如何解決和如何說明現有狀況

的方法。

而我自己的做法是什麼呢？我覺得必須要瞭解政府的績效表現是經由有哪些因素所決定的，然

後再解釋為什麼某些單位表現的不錯，某些單位表現的不盡理想，並且要協助政府運用現有的資訊，

我們必須要有好的做法說服公家機關的人員，績效評估對他們來說是有利而無害的，因為有很多人

會認為之所以要做績效評估是因為公家機關的績效不好，所以才要做，但這只是一個基本的假設而

已。

很多人認為現在政府部門的運作有問題，所以讓很多公務人員覺得自己表現不好，進而覺得很

難為情，而我覺得這是很多國家的思維，我覺得應該以自己能在公部門服務為榮。雖然公家機關的

業務非常的複雜，但大部份人都表現得很好，雖然說民眾的標準可能很高，抑或期待也很高，但就

公部門的表現或績效來說是好的。我覺得反而是要用績效評估來反轉大家的觀念，扭轉大家對公部

門一些排斥的情緒，要讓大家看到我們的表現其實很不錯，我們單位的運作是很良好的，不要把績

效評估當成一個敵人而是要當成一個朋友。

但是現在面臨的問題，各領域的學者專家皆有不同的論點及觀點，有的人會覺得重點不是你做

什麼，而是你的表現或你做事的方式，或者是說政策是否真的能夠促成改變。所以績效評估所面臨

的問題到底是什麼呢？就是績效評估的方式太過簡單，我們常常說你的結果到底是什麼，或者是它

占的比重到底有多少等等，又或者是我們在審視績效評估的時候，只會去看所投入的金錢與時間，

還有最後的產出，比如說我們回應多少民眾的信件，或者是我們又提供了多少的補貼，但是我們沒

有在績效評估的時候去評量所謂的結果跟過程，這就是一個問題。我們不知道長期下來某些政策的

結果或表現的影響力到底在哪裡？除此之外，績效評估並沒有將大環境納入考量，只單單去看個別

的表現，比如說整個組織所在的大環境所受到的影響就像是現在歐洲所面臨的金融危機一樣，而我
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認為現在的臺灣也應該是如此吧！

另外，我們所面臨的問題就是有限的資源使我們無法達成目標，但這並非是我們的問題，可是

其他人會認為這就是我們的問題，因為我們事前沒有將大環境的變數納入考量。此外，在做績效評

估的時候，也沒有將歷史因素納入考量，實際上，我們必須要考量歷史的脈絡，即過去到現在的發

展是如何演變，而不能只看現在的績效是否達成，我們要從歷史的脈絡來探討，再來看我們衡量的

指標和政策之間的關係。還有，我們的想法應該是要去衡量結果，但到底是什麼東西的結果呢？事

實上，我們很難去找出在績效評估方面最好的作法，因為要面臨這麼多的困難，這也難怪公務人員

只要講到績效評估就會有點遲疑。

首先，我們要問的是績效評估到底適不適用於公部門，有些人會認為不適用，因為他們認為績

效評估沒有辦法發揮功能，反而容易造成意料之外的負面效果，這更無法使政府充分運作，這是美

國某個知名的學者所提出來的論點，而我的研究是有關荷蘭官員，荷蘭政府官員跟臺灣的政府官員

很像，也就是說，我問的是這些公務人員本身對於在公部門運用績效評估有何看法，還有如果他們

意見不同的話，我們要如何解釋為何有如此的情形發生，所以我這邊的資料庫是來自我們的內政部，

它的資料非常豐富，從地方政府、省政府甚至到中央政府、警察局、大學及醫療人員都列入在這個

資料庫裡頭，因此資料來源是非常龐大的。

在這份問卷調查當中，其中有個問題就是你的工作是不是可以衡量？是不是喜歡有人來衡量你

的工作績效？在 27,000 多名的公務人員當中，其中 50% 的人認為是可衡量的，另有 50% 的人認為

是無法衡量的，這樣的情境對我們做研究的人來說，就很有趣了，這樣子我們就可以想辦法來解釋

為什麼大家有如此兩極的看法，有些人認為績效評估可以衡量他們的工作內容，有些人則認為不行，

在這邊提出幾種不同的模型。

第一種模型，有些人會認為在公部門做事，工作內容太過複雜，所以無法衡量；另外一個模型

是所謂的理性模式，假設我們看到一個問題，我們就應該要來衡量它的相關結果，這樣我們才能更

知道現況然後加以改進；第三個模型就是所謂的公共選擇模式，也就是我們要來選擇做衡量的標的，

假設我現在的職能非常的複雜，那麼我的工作就一定要有人來衡量，因為我要讓大家看到我的工作

有多麼複雜，這就是所謂的第三個模型，在這三種模型之下就會衍伸出三種不同的期望。

還有我們也會問他們有關於同事、同儕的績效問題，比如我們會問他說，你的同事是否會謊報

工作績效？或我的同事績效是否不好？如果是這樣的情況，我們是不是需要透過績效評估來找出這

樣的問題？有些人會說我們不需要用這樣的方式來保護我們機構，但也有些人的觀點是，我們的績

效非常好，我們的部門也非常的好，我們一定要透過績效評估讓世界看到我們工作的成果，經由以

上的推論，我們在這邊就可以明確知道為什麼有 50% 的人認為他們的工作內容是可衡量的。

但同時也有半數的人不同意，那我們要如何解釋這當中的差異呢？如果公務人員符合這些條件

的話，他們就會覺得這樣的績效評估是好的，但要有哪些條件呢？首先，他們的工作內容比較複雜，

比較不屬於單純的工作內容；其次，如果他們是在一個複雜的環境下工作且對於同儕的績效是有正

面評價的話；最後就是假設他們是管理職，而非政策的相關職位。符合以上這幾個條件，他們就會
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覺得績效評估是比較好的，而他們也會想要透過績效評估的方式來保護自己的位置。

要告訴對他們有一點點敵意的外界，透過績效評估的方式證明給他們看，我們的單位做得很好，

我們的單位很有價值，不知道臺灣是不是也是這樣的情況，大家是不是都會批評官僚，大家都說你

是公務人員，你們一定做得很差、做得很不好，好像大家都不會以在公部門任職為榮，好像大家都

會覺得公務人員比較不聰明、教育程度比較不好等等，也就是說不好的人才會去公部門任職，這是

荷蘭某些部份人的看法。

有些我們訪談的公務員說要透過績效評估的方式來讓外界看到公部門其實做得很好，這是必要

的，透過這樣的方式，我們才能夠讓他們知道，我們做得好，但這些重點並不是在解決問題，而真

正的問題是在於我們並沒有一個明確的工具或一個明顯的數據給大家看、讓大家了解，公部門是如

何運作，更不能說我就是個官僚，說我做得不好，事實上，我做的可好呢，你看這是我們的報告，

這就是我們的成績單，這個報告可以看得出來我們的成果，我們的績效真正了不起，我們對社會很

有貢獻。

讓社會大眾可以用這樣的角度來看待公部門，但要確實做到這一步的話，我們就必須要有很好

的績效指標，而且必須是信賴可靠的，那我們要怎樣改進這些績效指標呢？因為現在只有衡量輸入

跟輸出，並沒有衡量過程跟結果，也沒有看目標是否已達成，更沒有衡量公務體系的廉潔或永續等

等的問題，這些我們都沒碰觸到。目前我們有哪些解決方案呢？我們有哪些量化的指標？你可以問

的是你做你的工作是否開心？或是說你是不是覺得你的工作很好？這是我們目前現有的問法，但我

始終覺得問得不夠好，有些人會問說，若我們有這個輸出，然後再透過一般的推論，就可以說，因

為我們有這樣的產出，所以我們達成什麼樣的結果，然後我們可以重新定義結果，結果就是長期輸

出之後達成的。

我個人觀點認為這些論點都不夠好，而且我們現在有很多所謂的評鑑委員會，評鑑這個、評鑑

那個，然後大家都在談論所謂的最佳做法、最佳實務。實際上，我想要跟大家說的就是，我們必須

要考量現實環境，比如說你在評估績效的時候，你也必須要考量到所有會影響到有關績效的因素，

那是因為需要研究報告來佐證，所以你需要大學這樣的單位來幫忙。

比如說我們想要降低嬰兒死亡率，或者是我們想要提高識字率，那你就要問說，識字率會受到

哪些因素的影響呢？有哪些因素會取決於識字率的高低？當然是視一個國家的發展程度，這跟公部

門的績效沒有任何關係，它只是其中的一種因素而已，再來就是都市化程度，一個國家都市化程度，

比如說在城市裡的學校就比在村落裡多，所以識字率就會高，再來還有就學率，有多少孩童確實有

上學，那你就可以考量這些因素，這些因素可以解釋識字率，當然其中也有一些不能解釋的部份。

透過迴歸分析把這些獨立變數跟應變變數做一個很好的統計，就會發現在大部份的國家其實都

分佈在這個迴歸曲線上，但有一些國家則是偏離這個迴歸曲線，可能在回歸曲線上面或是下面，有

一些國家它的識字率很高，是無法從國家財富、都市化程度，及就學率還有師生比等這幾個因素來

解釋的，這時候我們再來說也許是這些國家做的很好，超過大家的預期，那就來談談哪些國家做的

很好？哪些國家超標最多呢？
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就芬蘭來說，它並沒有百分之百的識字率，但它的確是符合剛剛所說的因素，收入高、都市化

程度高等等，現在我們要找一個國家，它的國家 GDP 是低的、人民的居住率是低的、都市化程度也

低、就學率也低，還有師生比也不夠高，但它的識字率卻很高，大家覺得是哪個國家呢？是蒙古，

蒙古幅員非常地大，GDP 也不高，但是識字率高，97.5% 的蒙古人都能夠識字，這是遠遠超出大家

的預期，所以蒙古是做了什麼跟大家不一樣呢？

( 如圖 ) 這個就是剛剛說到的識字率，蒙古排在上面，識字率 97.5% 這跟迴歸曲線差了很多，所

以我做的研究是什麼呢？重點就是環境、情境，所以假設你的雇主、你的老闆說我們現在要做績效

評估，請務必告訴你的老闆、你的長官，你要把環境、情境、相關條件放進去，這樣子你才能夠得

到最正確的答案，知道自己的績效如何，而在公部門也是一樣，公部門當然有問題，有人會說績效

評估不適用，公部門不能用績效評估，那我們怎麼做呢？我們要找出一個方法讓公部門更能夠接受

績效評估，這個就是公共行政這個領域要做的，我們要找到解決這個領域的方法，這個也是大家所

面臨的問題，謝謝大家。
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How to use performance measures and to convince public officials 
that they are indeed useful

Michiel S de Vries1

1.Introduction 

The use of performancemeasurement andperformance managementinthe public sector remainsa 
controversialissue.Performance managementis about achieving goals and measuring the extent 
to which these goalshave actually beenachieved. While the use of performance management in 
the private sectorhas increased (see Neely,etal,1997),and there are some staunch advocates for 
its use(seeBroadnax,etal, 2001; Townley,etal, 2003; Behn, 2004) based on the identified benefits 
ofencouraging individuals to achieve pre-setgoals(Lohman, 1999), there is still some doubt as to 
whether themeasures are a valid, accurate reflection of the contentsof the work.In other words, do 
they measurewhat they'reintendedtomeasure?(See Steers, 1975; Kanter& Brinkerhoff, 1981; Kaplan 
and Norton 1992; Judge 1994; Guthrie, 1994; Au 1996; Anspach 1991; Guthrie and Parker, 1998; 
Kluvers, 1998; Young, Oakes and Preston, 1998; Kouzmin, et al, 1999; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2000; 
Spigelman, 2001; Bovaird&Löffler, 2003; Bevan & Hood, 2006; De Vries, 2010; Halachmi, 2011)

Scholars havearguedthatthe complexityof public administrationwith its various stakeholders 
prevents the use of simple performance measures since they would not reflectthe nature ofpublic 
services.Some suggested using differentparameters in conjunction with the performance measures 
(Boschken, 1994, p. 312). Based on their health care research, WernerandAsch(2007)go further 
andeven conclude that: “performance measurement gets in the way of delivering good care, 
because it risks diverting attention from other more important but unmeasured aspects of care, 
provide(s) no priority for following guidelines likely to yield a large clinical benefit compared with 
guidelines likely to yield at best a small clinical benefit”, and “may crowd out quality at the level 
of the patient that is equally important but that cannot be easily measured. Hence,they reducethe 
quality thatis most important for the patient butcannot be easilymeasured”(cf.Halachmi, 2011, 
p. 25).According toHalachmi(2011,p. 37), there is no guarantee that theobjectivesof performance 
measurements can be achieved.Performance measures maybedysfunctional, have unintended, and 
even adverse consequencesfor quality andproductivityand can contributeto reducinggovernment 
credibility among theservice recipients.

I will address these issues, not by taking sides, or by telling you, to use or don’t use 
performance measurement and management, but by going the way Public Administration usually 

1.Prof. dr. M.S. de Vries is full professor and chair at the department of Public Administration, Radboud University 

Nijmegen, the Netherlands. E-mail: m.devries@fm.ru.nl
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proceeds. That is, we see that something is desirable, in practice we see that this desirable thing is 
not working the way it is supposed to work and therefore we define it as a problem to be solved. The 
next step is to investigate how to get reality closer to the ideals? This results in recommendations for 
improvement to reduce the problems.

In Public Administration we are pragmatic and critical, but not cynical. If one sees something 
problematic, one can just criticize and leave it with that. That is the cynical approach. In Public 
Administration we do take the first step, that ism to critically assess the problem, but we proceed 
differently.  We see something wrong, faulty, or problematic and then start thinking. How to resolve 
the problem? This implies investigating the causes of the problem. To take the removal of these 
causes as our goals and find instruments to achieve these goals.

How does this apply to performance measurement?

I see two main problems:

1.There is little support for the application of performance measurement and management in 
the public sector.

2.The performance measures themselves are problematic.

So what to do? Let’s look at the problems, investigate what is causing them and think about 
possibilities to resolve them. That is what is done below.

2.The absence of support for performance measures in the public sector

Why is that the case? Why are so many public administrators hesitant, if not outright opposed 
to performance measurement? If we investigate the objectives of performance measurement they 
seem to be only advantageous. What objectives did I find in the literature?

Performance measurement would enable evaluation, control, budgeting, motivation, promotion, 
rewards, learning and improvement. It should give answers to pressing questions such as: How to 
ensure that staff does the right things?  How to motivate staff to improve performance? What works, 
what doesn’t and, what needs to be done differently in order to improve performance?

When you put all these objectives found in the scholarly literature together you see 
immediately what is amiss. All these goals presuppose that things can be improved, or even that 
at the moment things don’t go as they are supposed to go. It is a negative assumption underlying 
performance measurement and management, namely that the public sector is not working efficiently 
and effectively and that by measuringits performance you can support that negative view, pinpoint 
those problems and try to resolve them. In the extreme case performance measurement is a threat 
to the public sector and all those working for the public cause. My point is that you won’t get 
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much support from public managers and administrators out of such a negative framing. I did 
some research in my home country, the Netherlands. The Ministry of Home Affairs conducts a 
survey amongst all public administrators every two years. In 2010 it resulted in a survey with a 
response of 26,876 public servants returning the questionnaire. They work in Central government, 
local government, provinces, the judicial sector, water boards, education and science, research 
institutes, university medical centers, defense and police. They were asked about the applicability 
of performance measurement to their work, the nature of their work - be it management or policy 
making, the complexity of their work, their experience with performance measurement and the 
quality of the functioning of oneself and colleagues.

Well now, I don’t know what your expectations are about the relationship between the 
applicability of performance measurement and these other factors, but I can tell you what the 
scholarly literature would expect.

Part of it, summarized here under the private versus public model, would expect that 
because of the complex nature of the public sector, performance measurement is not applicable 
at all. Au(1996)andAnspach(1991) argued that the performance ofan organization is asocial 
constructthatisparticularly difficult to measureinthe public sector.

A second stream, summarized here as the rational choice model, would predict thatthe attitudes 
towards the applicabilityof performance measurementand managementvary withinthe public sector. 
Ifstakeholdersbelieve that there are problems in the performance within the organization,they 
will see performance measurement as necessary and feasible. From this model, we expect a 
highersupport for the applicability of performance management among thoseofficials whoworkin 
a lesspolitical environment, whose functionis less complex, and especially among those officials 
holding managerial functions,who are dissatisfied aboutthe functioningof the organization.

The third model, summarized here as the public choice model, tries to explain the attitudes 
by the personal and organizational interests of the administrators. If performance measurement 
is in their personal or organizational interest they will favor it and otherwise oppose it. In 
thismodel,performance measurement andperformance management are judged for their contribution 
in improving the employees’ own position withinthe organization or to protect,defendand improve 
the position of the department within theorganization.From thismodel, one would expect to find 
a highpercentage of people to have positive attitudes regardingthe applicability of performance 
measures in cases where uncertaintyabout the functioning is great and the organization could profit 
from performance management. This implies that we would expect to find a higher percentage of 
proponents within the public sector agency that receives more criticism of itspoor performance 
than in the private sector.Evenmore proponents wouldbe foundamong officialswithcomplex 
functionsin apolitically steered organization wherethe criticism of bureaucracy is greatestand 
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when officialshave positive experienceswithperformance management.Moreover,it can be 
expectedthatthose officialswho feel thatthey andtheir colleaguesfunction well are also more 
positive aboutthe applicabilityof performance measurementthanofficialswho are critical about 
the performancewithintheir organization.Inthe latter case,performance measurementis notin their 
interest.

Well now, in order not to bore you with all kinds of statistics, this is what the analysis 
showed in the end: 52% of all public sector employees favored performance measurement. Public 
officials are more positive about performance measurement if they have experience in concrete 
work arrangements, have a more complex task, work in a political context, are positive about the 
performance of their colleagues, and have a managerial instead of a policy related position. This is 
especially in line with the public choice model, that is, performance measurement as a protection 
of the public sector and in accordance with the interests of the organization.  According to the 
outcomes of that investigation, the instrument could be very useful to reverse the negative image 
that most administrations in municipalities, provinces and water boards experience, into a more 
positive image.

It is one thing to tell public sector employees that it is useful to use performance measurement 
and management to address the inefficiencies and ineffectiveness of their work; that it can result 
in improvements; and that it is used to control and to monitor. This is what I would call the 
negative approach. It is a quite different thing to tell a positive story to the same people, namely 
that performance measurement can make it clear to the hostile outside world that the officials 
in the public sector do a difficult and complex job and is able to show that their performance is 
outstanding. The second way is much more productive and will result in much more support for 
using performance measurement within the public sector. 

3.The problematic of performance measures

But, even so, critics will argue, performance measures in general do a lousy job. They do not 
provide a reliable and valid picture of the performance in the public sector. Performance measures 
do measure inputs and outputs, but hardly measure process and outcomes. Especially the problem 
that outcomes are hardly measured is very problematic. Furthermore, most performance indicators 
are a-contextual and a-historical. They result in awkward conclusions that if a problem increases, 
the performance of the part of public sector that addresses this problem, must have been decreasing. 
This neglects the fact that the development of societal problems can have all kinds of causes and 
the performance of the public sector is at best only one of those causes.  Performance measures 
are too simple and do not do justice to the complexities involved in public sector work. They 
usually result in rankings that measure the extent of the policy problem, but they fail to reveal 
anything substantive about the quality of policies, and they are equally unhelpful in the search for 
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best practices. Bovaird&Löffler  stated that: “there are two key areas in which measurement is 
required: improvements in public policy outcomes; and implementation by all stakeholders of a 
set of principles and processes by means of which appropriate public policies will be designed and 
put into practice. (Bovaird&Löffler , 2003: 217). According to these scholars, there are important 
trends visible in the process of performance measurement, but “While during the first generation 
of public sector reforms in the 1980s and 1990s a lot of lip service was paid to the need to measure 
outcomes, not much action really took place on this front” (Ibid)

Outcome measures are often still directed at measuring input, process and output, and are 
unable to truly measure outcomes (Dijkstra, 2008). The problem of measuring outcomes persists 
because scholars measuring outcomes have difficulty relating outcomes to actual policies. This 
is all the more problematic because outcomes are also contingent, i.e. dependent, on the external 
circumstances while performance measures are mostly a-contextual. This contingency results in one 
of the main problems in outcome measurement, namely, how do we determine whether the change 
in the problem is caused or induced by the policy that intended to reduce or resolve the problem. It 
is difficult to answer whether it was the policy alone that was ineffective, because there are many 
factors in the specific context that could also have been the catalyst for the visible change. 

Well now, it is one thing to criticize, which is justified in this case. It is quite another thing 
to become cynical. Again, when I see a problem I try to resolve it instead of just criticizing the 
situation. How to proceed?

I propose a five step procedure to improve the performance of performance measurement. The 
five steps involved are:

1. Construct a causal model that relates the policy problem to its causes found in the context 
in which the problem occurs, on the basis of existing theory (In order to make performance 
measurement contextual and less dependent on uncontrollable factors).

2. Test this model using statistical data and multivariate analysis over different organizations. 

3. Add policy outputs for every organization to the regression model (In order to measure the added 
value (effectiveness) of the countries’ policy controlling for the contextual factors. In this way, 
the effectiveness of policies can be measured)

4. Measure the residual (i.e. the difference between the expected extent of the problem and the real 
extent of the problem in all countries). The values of the residuals for each situation are used to 
determine those organizations which likely use a best practice. 

5. Conduct content analysis into the policies in those circumstances in which the residual is largest 
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(in order to analyze what it is that makes the problem in this situation so much smaller than 
expected.)

An example may help to understand this five step procedure:

The variance in the number of crimes in municipalities in the Netherlands results in interesting 
rankings (see a/o Politie en Wetenschap, 2008). Based on such figures as collected on websites such 
as www.watdoetjegemeente.nl one is able to produce the following ranking for 2006. 

Table 1. Top 10 municipalities on number of crimes per 1000 capita in 2006

Most unsafe municipalities Most safe municipalities

Utrecht  1 47.5 Ferwerderadiel2 18.2

Amsterdam 143.6 Littenseradiel 19.1

Eindhoven 125.5 Leeuwarderadeel 19.6

Maastricht 121.1 Liesveld 19.8

Ouder-Amstel 120.1 Opsterland 21.0

Roermond  119.0 Ten Boer 21.4

Nijmegen 119.0 Graafstroom 21.9

Rotterdam 118.0 Menaldumadeel 22.0

Hertogenbosch 116.1 het Bildt 22.2

Arnhem 112.6 Ouderkerk 23.2

1. These are mostly large municipalities.
2. These cities are hardly known outside the Netherlands. This is because they belong to the smallest 

municipalities in the country.

The number of crimes per capita over all Dutch municipalities is a fairly normal distributed 
variable, somewhat skew with a mean of 55.3 and a median value of 51.9 crimes per 1000 
inhabitants in which 95% of all municipalities score between 53 and 57.5. From recent scholarly 
research it is known that the degree of urbanization (Faris& Dunham, 1965; Traub& Little, 1999), 
poverty (Traub& Little, 1999), cultural diversity (De Beer &Schuyt, 2004) influence the crime rates. 
These contextual factors can hardly be tackled by public policies on security. 

Table 2.Outcomes of the regression model on 
crimes in Dutch municipalities  in 2006

Unstandardized 
Coefficients

Standardized 
Coefficients

t Sig. c

B a Std. Error Beta b 26,968 ,000
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Model 1

(Constant) 37,753 1,400 11,459 ,000

Children in special needs families 3,438 ,300 ,489 4,695 ,000

population 2006 ,058 ,012 ,199 2,070 ,039

Percentage of immigrants ,370 ,179 ,080

R2 Model 1 = 0,40

Model 2

(Constant) 67,742 2,889 23,451 ,000

Children in special needs families 4,046 ,269 ,576 15,060 ,000

population 2006 ,011 ,011 ,182 4,879 ,000

Percentage of immigrants ,314 ,157 ,068 1,997 ,046

Percentage of crimes solved -1,412 ,123 -,376 -11,472 ,000

R2 model 2 = 0,56

Dependent variable is crimes per 1000
a The unstandardized coefficient gives the effect of the factor in question on crimes per 1000 inhabitants
b These are the standardized regression coefficients
c. This is the level of significance of the regression coefficients.

The values for these factors is known in the Netherlands for each municipality (www.cbs.nl; 
www.waarstaatjegemeente.nl, www.watdoetjegemeente.nl ) through indicators as the number of 
inhabitants, the percentage of children growing up in deprived families, the number of families 
living on social security, and the number of immigrants.  The regression of these factors on the 
endogenous variable, results in an explanatory model that explains 41% of the variance in the crime 
rates at the municipal level (R2= .41). The percentage of children living in deprived families is the 
most important explanatory factor, with a “slope” of 3.43 (β = .49, p<.000). Table 2 presents 
the outcome of this analysis in the upper model 1. All independent factors have the expected and 
significant effect on crime rates (N=442 municipalities, p<.05). 

In model 2 we added the factor “risk of being caught” that is the number of solved crimes. The 
explained variance, R2, increases to 55%. This implies an increase of the explanatory power by this 
one factor of 14%.

Searching for a best practice: The Rotterdam’ coercion and urge’ policies 
The question arises whether there are municipalities that in all likelihood do conduct robust 

policies and where one sees a much lower crime rate than expected. Based on the regression 
analysis the expected value of the crime rate is related to the real crime rate. These are presented 
in the scatter plot given below. For some interesting municipalities the name is added to the scatter 
plot. 
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Figure 1.Actual crime rates in 2006 and predicted values based on the regression analysis

Actual crime rates

Predicted crime rates based on regression analysis(stand.)

The scatter plot shows a fine relation between predicted and real values of crime rates. 
However, there are some municipalities in which the difference between the two is rather large. 
Especially the position of the city of Rotterdam is outstanding. The actual crime rate in this city 
is almost 30% lower than one would expect on the basis of urbanization density, poverty, cultural 
diversity and the risk of being caught. 

Did Rotterdam indeed conduct something like a best practice trying to cut the link between 
context and problem? An elaborate policy analysis is need to confirm this, but has to be disposed 
of because it would require a separate paper. Nonetheless the security policies in Rotterdam have 
changed significantly during the years under investigation. Dominant are phrases such as ‘zero-
tolerance’, a tough approach against what are even in official policy documents called “shitheads’, 
a tight policy on social housing in order to keep the needy out of certain neighborhoods (COS, 
2008a) and a social security policy in which the principle “work first” is central (COS, 2008b). 
People, of whom it is expected that they abuse social security, or of whom it is known they cause 
nuisance, are forced to work at the garbage collection service. It is the so-called ‘coercion 
and urge’ approach. These aspects of security policies do distinguish Rotterdam from other 
municipalities.



公務人力資源發展國際研討會2012

68

The important thing, however, is not that Rotterdam is doing an outstanding job in reducing 
crime rates compared to other Dutch municipalities, but that performance measurement can be 
improved in such a way, as to make it more contextual and to find out what it is that causes a 
decrease or increase of societal problems and to pinpoint outstanding performance. 

4.Conclusions

This presentation argued that critics are right in criticizing the dominant use of performance 
measurement and management in the public sector and that the support for performance 
measurement in the public sector is low. I argued that in Public Administration we are critical but 
must not cynical. We try to find solutions for the problems. That is our job. 

In the case of lacking support for performance measurement within the public sector, the 
solution I proposed is not to stress the problems performance measurement is able to identify, but 
to emphasize the hard, thorough, complex job people in the public sector have to do and that they 
do perform. Performance measurement is for public administrators an adequate tool to convince 
the hostile outside world that people in the public sector work hard and perform well. Seen as an 
instrument against bureaucrat-bashing it might receive much more support within the public sector.

Secondly, the criticism towards the actual content of performance measures, as being 
a-contextual and a-historical, unable to relate outcomes to processes taking place in the public 
sector, is indeed justified, but a solution for this problem can be found or at least searched for also. 
The five-step procedure proposed above is a first attempt to resolve the problematic of performance 
measurement.
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