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Abstract
The unsatisfying achievements of the law authorities increase the criticism by
the last years. The criticism did not passed the police in Israel and it required to
explain day and night why the citizen feels less personal security, deals with
increasing crime rates and feel helplessness towards the fight against car
accidents - in spite of the huge resources the state invests in the police.
The chance to improve the police achievements are mostly depends on its people
to take professional accountability and the ability to relate to their
accountability. Accountability is defined as being responsible, reliable in front
of higher levels in the organizational or bureaucratic management chain and the
environment the duty holder work in (Schillemans, 2010). Although the required
change is cultural change, the police, as part of public administration, are an
organization characterized by structure conditions and action circumstances that
make it more difficult to make and allow those who want to avoid responsibility
to do so. This article will review the importance of accountability as a basis of
improving the police performance.
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Background:
Since the 1990th there is more attendance in the term accountability in the
professional literature and in daily discussion. The increasing interest in human
rights and democracy in the world rooted the term in electorate that wand more
than ever accountability (Burgess, 1982, Mulgan, 2003, Bovens, 2007),
however, accountability is not restricted to democratic governments, although in
democracies a higher demand for accountability is heard. Each authorized
agency is usually required to justify its actions to higher authority (Robertson,
2004). At the last decade, the demand to accountability is heard everywhere: in
privet life, in public life, and especially in all kind of organizations, that
constantly try to improve their performance and the service their customers get.
The term accountability is a core value in public administration in spite of the
differences about its interpretation. Those differences are hidden under the cover
of consensus about the importance and necessity of this term. Some researches
refer to the term of accountability in context of transparency, accountability and

the ability to respond while pointing an accusing finger to the cause of failure
(Conner, Smith & Hickman, 1994).
In the academic literature there are many definitions to the accountability term,
however there are some approaches that unite those different definitions that
may be found. One approach interprets the term as responsibility to performance
(Dubick, 2005) and responsibility to actions and decisions (Ranft, Ferris &
Perryman, 2007). In the last decade we see that the trend among researchers and
the public moves toward agreement of the term accountability. In some
definitions of the term accountability in literature you may find distinction
between there term accountability and accountable, yet many researchers
introduce the terms together in the interpretation of each one of the terms.
The term accountability does not have a satisfactory interpretation yet for its
operative meaning in the public sector. Usually accountability is linked as a term
of principal that relates the situation in which something gets wrong, when
someone tries to determine a cause or point an accusing finger on the failure
cause (Conners et al. 1994). Accountability is defined as the individual's
awareness to the responsibility he might have, judging decision making process
and / or the performance of his decisions (Tetlock, 1985) accountability is
perceived also as the responsibility given to transfer between middle echelon to
junior echelon (De Haven-Smith & Jenne, 2006). According to other researchers
accountability involves answerability to higher levels in the organizational or
bureaucratic management chain and the environment the duty holder work in. in
addition, Cornet, Eining & Jen-Hwa Hu (2011) claim that accountability is
perceived, expressed or implied, in terms of reward and punishment.
Accountability may be created from viewing performance, results of decisions
courses of action or from the process and thinking brought to getting the
decision. Nowadays, legal precedents, statutory decisions, regulations and
procedures, fix formally external mechanisms to ensure responsible behavior of
managers in public service (Bertelli, 2004). Accountability in its purpose is the
duty of public organizations to serve higher authority – the public's trust – that is
the source of authority of those organizations. Standards of accountability may
be found in the laws file.
These are standards that expressed in clear expectations the public has of the
duty holder. These expectations are indirectly expressed in implied criticism of
tax payers, customers, money downers, media and other persons of interest. The
term accountability may be defined as people's obligation to report actions and
answer questions within the responsibility of their duty to the people responsible
for the organization (Ylimaki & McClain, 2009). Dubnick (2005) as before him
notes that the term accountability has two main integral components: (1)
Responsibility (2) Answerability – to each question asked by superiors or people
of interest. Romzek & Ingraham (2000) claims similarly, that accountability in

its basic meaning refers to the ability to respond to any factor about expected
performance. Roberts (2002) presents five aspects of accountability in public
organization (1) Transparency (2) Liability and Reliability (3) Controllability (4)
responsibility (5) Responsiveness.
The definition of accountability used in many researches is the definition
suggested by Wood & Winston (2007) that discern between three dimensions:
(1) the dimension of responsibility (2) the dimension of openness (3) the
dimension of answerability. Likewise Erkkila (2007) sees in the component of
openness that embedded in the deciding processes and in determining public
policy a significant and integral part of the term accountability.
Accountability is necessarily involves meeting the standards and end parties.
Key components in the definition are: reporting of performance, justification,
reporting side and an audience that receive the report, transparency, feedback,
rewards and sanctions. These definitions even imply about existence of agreed
goals or standards that performance and results are measured by. A main subject
in the accountability term in individual level is its context to performance in
work and results. The accountability term is embodied in evaluating the
performance and feedback on performance it is a mechanism in which the
audience transmit his reaction to the reporting side. The employees' tendency to
accountability means the willing to meet the expectations, strong feelings of
accountability and usually also significant influence on a specific individual in
the organization. Employees that feel accountability will be aware to the
required means to optimal performance of their work, their working methods
and their results will be, relatively, seen and transparent and they will be
appreciated and expect it (Rosenblat, 2006).
Some researchers (Dubnic, 2005; Eun & Wook, 2010) referred the four areas of
accountability: (1) Hierarchic / bureaucratic accountability – points on tight
supervision of the supervisors through use of laws and regulations, instruction
while supervising and constant standards to measure performance. (2) Legal
accountability – reflects an outside look comprehensive and detailed about
performance directed to preserve the contract relations in the organization. (3)
Professional accountability – the expectation from employees in the
organization to work based on their expertise, and required professional norms
and standards. (4) Political accountability – refers to the organization's
responsiveness to its main people of interest, i.e. clients, government and
community.
The common to the definitions of the term accountability are the basic
assumptions: 1. There are factors that expect the duty holder to a specific action.
2. His supervising factors or the public expect him to take responsibility in the
areas of his responsibility. 3. There is a way in which the factors know the duty

is performed, through official report or in other professional or personal way
(Isaaki & Friedman, 2004), meaning, an obligatory report – to supply
information or explanation about their actions to other people about the method
of performing the duty.
Accountability in Israeli Police and the connection to performance
The perception of the Israeli police by the Israeli public is mixed. Although one
of the common motives in public dialog is that the Israeli police is improving
and seeks for change, it is clear that the dissatisfaction of the police performance
is still very common in all parts of Israeli society. Sometimes police officers are
described as incompetent and unfair and the quality of police officers is
perceived as uneven. Although most of Israeli citizens do not have any contact
with police officers, their attitudes have great influence on the police's
performance: when the common perception is that the police suffers of many
disadvantages and that the police officers are weak, this attitudes may harm the
cooperation with the community, which is essential to the police's success.
However, when the public has faith in the police, a good circle is created: good
policing and good results help to build public support that contributes to
improve policing. This article suggests that improved policing is first of all
depends on the rate police officers' accountability. RAND report, which was
made in 2014 and checked the Israeli police, showed an efficient policing model
based on procedural justice. The basis of this model is that the Israeli police
needs more effective strategy to develop and nurture the public support. Model
of procedural justice is the key to increase public support at the Israeli police.
The model that shows procedural justice is neither a program nor an
intervention. It is a policing model based of transparency of the criminal justice
system and fairness. There are many types of procedural justice in policing, and
three foundations are common to all: the police needs the public support and its
cooperation; support and cooperation are derived from the police's perceived
legitimacy and legitimacy is derived from the police's rate of accountability
transparency (Tyler, 2004).
When people believe they have got fair treatment from police officers, because
the police officer's procedures and decisions are explained in a respectful way,
and when and they believe their issue was heard, it is more reasonable that they
will appreciate meeting with the police as positive, even if the results of the
meeting are not good for them. In a more general way: when the public
understands the police procedures and processes he believes it is fair and
believes the police is "taking responsibility" of its actions and performance, the
police gets larger public support.

Summary
Behaving according to accountability standards requires assimilating
organizational culture the directly influences the work groups and the
organizational climate. Cooper (1990) claims that active components of each
organizational strategy should include, indirectly or directly, standards of
accountability. Therefore, increases the importance of the accountability weight
as a basic factor of leadership definition and as a factor that potentially influence
the behavior of the public sector employees in general and police officers in
particular. An attitude of "procedural justice" to policing includes application of
transparency principals in police action and accountability for outputs and
results may help the Israeli police in its efforts to formulate new strategies to
respond existing and developing challenges it faces. This article suggests
improving the police performance through focusing in reinforcing
accountability. Police's accountability will lead to better performance. The
assumption is that when the public will feel that the goal takes responsibility it
will express higher satisfaction and will cooperate with the police to prevent /
report crimes. All these will lead to better police performance.
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