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Inagenerd critique of the exigting literature on accountability, John Uhr rightly concludes that Aexiging
frameworks for analysing public accountability are responsible for much of our inability to contribute to
more effective indtitutions of public policy.§' His advocacy of aAresearch project on accountability
tensions)' is awelcome cal to scholarly action for those of us who regard the topic of accountability as
acrucid yet overlooked dimension of the modern adminidtrative state.

Uhr:s objectiveis to develop an approach bridging (1) normative frameworks that stress the
need to assess various forms of accountability with those that are (2) more descriptive and Aredist in
perspective. To accomplish this, Uhr argues that both views Acould benefit from areturn to the
congtitutional centre and renovate their accountability frameworks by reference to emerging practices
which stand in open dispute over the appropriate public duties for executive officidsg™ By contrast, |
will argue that the more relevant metaphor is the need to plant deeper conceptud roots for the two
perspectives rather than attempt to bridge them.

Central to my view isaconcern for how students of accountability -- both scholars and
practitioners -- have been talking passed each other. There is aneed to ded with the ambiguous
application of the term Aaccountability@ by those who use the term in less than casud fashion. This task
will involve a shift in the conceptud context of the andytic endeavor -- from that of traditiona Aaction
theoryll to amore rdevant and reflexive Aethical theoryl focus. | discuss these points in the next section
after addressing the surprisingly parochia nature of the accountability idea. | then offer aframework for
conceptuaizing accountability in arange of forms covering many of the attitudes and behaviors that term
ggnifiesto those who useit in practicd stuations. Findly, | end with some thoughts about the how to

assess the framework and where it might lead those of us committed to Uhr=scdl.

JUSTIFICATIONS FOR CONCEPTUAL AND ANALYTIC CHANGE
There are anumber of preliminary steps to be taken in this effort to reconceptudize accountability.
First, it is critical that we acknowledge the Aanglicang’ nature of the accountability ideaand its
implications for our endeavor. Second, we need to acknowledge the dudistic nature of existing
accountability studies. Findly, we need to consder auseful theoretica context for conducting a



reconceptudization that will help us advance the study of accountability and public adminidrative

behavior in generd.

The Anglican Concept

Accountability isan anglican concept. | first became aware of thiswhile on my way to give a public
lecture on AAccountability and the Burdens of Democracyfl to a Brazilian university audience. Although
my knowledge of Portugese is extremely poor, | did notice that the posters advertisng the talk in the
halways used the term AResponsabilidadell in place of AAccountability@ in thetitle. | politely protested
to my hogt, noting that a magjor theme of my talk was the digtinction between responsibility and
accountability. Hisresponse: there was no equivalent term -- at least in Brazilian Portugese -- for
accountability as| meant it.

Having survived that episode, | took to the task of investigating just how the term istrandated in
other languages. Asit turns out, the English concept is quite distinctive. In most of the romance
languages (French, Spanish, Itdian aswell as Portugese), various forms of the term responsibility are
used in lieu of the English accountability. In Japanese, adictionary search turned up the tranditerated
term akauntabiritii -- an al too obvious reminder of the Japanese capacity to adopt useful terms from
foreign sources, and clearly aresult of the US occupation period. To highlight the point, there were 17
digtinctive Japanese terms associated with >respongbility: -- none of them explicitly linked to
accountability.

The issue would be a petty one were it not for the fact that accountability is not synonymous

with respongibility. AsJohn Uhr (I believe correctly) notes, accountability is at the least complementary

to responsibility and certainly not equa toit.” As he describes the term, it is amaost amirror of
respongibility.

Accountability congtrainsand fetters officia discretion, whilerespongbility releases
discretion.  Accountability is compliance with authority, whereas responsibility is
about empowerment and independence. Accountability isthe negative end of the



band in which responghility is a the postive end. If accountability is about
minimising misgovernment, responsibility isabout maximising good government. ..

For northern European languages (Dutch, Danish, German), in contrast, trandations of
accountability are closer in meaning to duty or obligation, e.g., an accountability is an obligation or duty
to live up to terms of atrust. Russan and Finnish trandations Ao relied on terms much closer to
Aobligationi in meaning, athough the same terms were used for responsibility aswell. But asisthe case
with responsibility, the term we typicaly use in English is not synonymous with Aobligationi or Aduty.@
While one may fed an obligation or duty for being accountable, accountability itsdlf is neither per s,

What may come closest to atrandation of accountability is not aword, but rather a descriptive
phrase: the rendering of accounts, or in French comptes a rendre. Put more clearly, accountability is
the English equivalent of the idea that one is able to render a counting of something to someone. While
that idea can be expressed in other languages, English is somewhat unique in having crested asngle
term that signifies that condition and appliesit as an inditutionalized context.

Reinforcing this view is the derivation of theidea of accountability (in contrast to the word per
se) under Norman rule. Etymologically, Middle English terms related to accountability (e.g., acompte,
aconte) can be traced to at least to the early 14™ century, and there is no doubt these were derived
from the Old French equivadents for comptes a rendre. More interestingly, a strong case can be made
for aspecific link between those Old French phrases and the English concept of accountability by
focusing on awatershed event in British political history: publication of the Domesday Books in 1086.

Twenty years after the Norman conquest, William | ordered a detailed enumeration of all
property in England requiring every subject to provide access to roya surveyors for the listing and
vauation of dl holdings. Asthe Domesday Books, the resulting censusis widdly cited as a critical
factor in the enduring power of centra authority in Britain. 1n some respects, the survey was merely a
reflection of Willianks immediate need to determine the tax base of his conquered landsin order to
make revenue collection more efficient. 1n abroader sense, it was an exercise in gpplying massive

authority -- an effort of such scope and detail that its successful implementation could not help but



enhance the legitimacy of Norman rule.

The conduct of the Domesday survey sent a message to adl Williarmes subjects that the conquest
was complete and anew ruling order was in place. Completed in an amazingly short time (one year), it
relied on units of measure and jurisdictiona reconfigurations that best suited the survey task rather than
extant arrangements. Farm oxen were counted as a>plough-teant units, and land holdings were
designated (for the firgt time) as Maneriums-- or Manors. Thus, not only were property holders
required to Arender a count(l of what they possessed, but they were to do so in the terms set by the
kings agents.""" Medieva historians have rightly been in awe of what the Domesday Books represent.
AAs an adminigtrative achievement,) noted one, Ait has no pardld in medievd higory.f Still another
authority regards it as Amarking an epoch in the use of the written word in government.§*'"

Beyond the Domesday surveys themsalves, however, William took an additiona and
complementary step in 1086 when, after traveling about his kingdom as the survey was being
conducted, he came

to Sdisbury a Lammas, and there his councillors came to him, and al the people
occupying land who were of any account over dl England whosoever-s vassals
they might be; and they dl submitted to him, and swore oaths of alegianceto him
that they would be faithful to him and againgt &l other men.™

While historian David Douglas cautions againg atributing too much to Williares actions (e.g.,
developing a modern form of nationa sovereignty), Ahis acts. . . were exceptiond in their nature, and of
high importanced Royd authority was made more effective and feudal organization in England was
strengthened.” Central to these developments, | contend, was the establishment of accountability (i.e.,
the idea, not the term) as a foundation for governance.

Historian James Given provides additiona support for this argument in his comparative study of
two local societies which came under Aforeignd rule during the 13" century: Gwynedd in North Wales
(ruled by the English from the late 1200s) and Languedoc in the south of France (incorporated under
the French monarchy from the early 1200s). Given takes specia note of the distinctive gpproaches used
by the English and French in governing each jurisdiction. The French took a Aminimdistil approach by
edtablishing Aaloose hegemony over the loca community.¢ As John Uhr would note, the locasin



Languedoc retained Arespongbility@ for much of their own governance. In contrast, the English used a
Amaximdigt solutionfl to the governing problem, involving

the tota recasting of loca politicd Sructures.  Traditiond mechanisms and

techniques of rule would be abolished and replaced by ones modeled directly on
those of the new masters. The governorswho wielded these novel mechanisms of
power would be either members of the outside ruling organization or local people
who had been thoroughly educated in and assimilated to the outsiders norms.

Although not referring to accountability explicitly, Giverrs description of the English system of
loca adminigrative governance rings familiar to anyone knowledgeable about the Anglo-Norman
system of rule created under William and his successors, who most often used it to enhance the
legitimacy of the royd court. AAlthough in certain respects, no state was more completely feudd,(
noted Marc Bloch about the Anglo-Norman regime, Athe feudaism was of such akind as ultimately to
enhance the prestige of the crown.g*" Building on the foundations laid by his grandfather, Henry 11
gructured a system that |eft much authority in loca hands, but tied them firmly to the center through a
strong accountability sysem. AThe powerful kingship of the conquerors had not destroyed dl other
powers, but it had forced them to act, even when in opposition to it, only within the framework of the
State.f" As authority in England shifted from the crown to the parliament over the next few centuries,
that framework -- and the accountability system that underpinned it -- was held in place.

The French, in contrast, do not develop asimilar system until severa centurieslater, and they
did so in away that created the inditutions of centraization while undermining the potentid for the
edtablishment and legitimacy of accountability. AThe taste for centrdization and the maniafor regulaions
date back in France to the time when lawyers came into government,§ noted Tocqueville in an aside to
his commentary in Democracy in America. He quotes a French royd historian who addressed Louis
XV on the matter by recalling that in the past:

Ale]ach body and each community of citizens retained the right to administer its
own affairs, aright which we do not assert to be part of the primitive congtitution of
the kingdom, for it dates back further; it is a right of nature and of reason.
Nevertheless, it has been taken away from your subjects, sre, and we are not
afraid to say that in this repect the administration hasfaleninto childish excesses.
AEver ance the powerful ministers have madeit apoliticd principle not to
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alow anationa assembly to be convoked, precedent hasfollowed precedent until
it has come about that the deliberation of villagers may be declared null, if they
have not been authorized by the Intendant. Asaresult, if that community has to
make some expenditure, it has to get the approva of the Intendant=s subdeputy,
and consequently follow the plan he adopts, employ the workmen he favors, and
pay them asheindicates. . .. Such, Sire, are the means by which men have striven
todtifleal municipa spiritin France and to extinguish, if possible, eventheditizens:
fedings; thewhole nation has, soto say, been declared incompetent and provided
with guardians

What difference does it make that the politica idea of accountability is rooted in British history
and is conceptualy anglican? Two points are in order here. Firg and foremog, this finding should give
one pause before proceeding with a comparative andyss -- descriptive or normative -- into the role of
accountability in political systems past or present. It is clear that we might be flirting with errors of
commission or omission in such an endeavor unless careis taken not to bias our studies with
preconceived (i.e., anglican) notions of accountability.

Second, it should lead us to conclude that careful conceptuaization must precede any such
comparative Sudy -- even if that sudy islimited to equaly British Wesminster-style democracies (asis
Uhr=s call for a comparative study of accountability). For despite the reative parochialism of the
accountability term, the idea of accountable government is an important one in comprehending the
operations of the contemporary administrative sate in it many and varied forms. In this sense, the
British legacy to modern political systemsis perhaps even greeter than its form of congtitutiona and
parliamentary government. But the notion of accountability that characterizes the world of former British
holdings may be too narrow, too parochia to be of relevance to the wide range of political cultures that
have taken on the ideg, if not the term itsdlf.

Two Per spectives on the I ssue of Accountability



The task of developing a useful conceptud framework for studying accountability starts by noting the
perspectives devel oped thus far by two groups of scholars. The first, comprised primarily of socid
psychologists and ethnomethodol ogists, have focused attention on the accountability of conduct (AC);
the second group, embodying political scientistswith alegd or inditutiona orientation, have been
concerned with the conduct of accountability (CA). Despite indifference toward each other=s work,
the two groups provide a common foundation for the present task.

The AC/CA approaches are quite distinct on the surface. The AC group looks to the use of
excuses or raiondizations by individuas who face Stuations where errors or perceived falure have
rendered them accountable to some other individuad or group. Theirsis an empirica endeavor
concerned with describing and/or explaining a common human behavior. When they consider an
ingtance of accountability in government, it is merely as just another case of ageneric action. While the
distinctive governmenta seiting has an impact, it is not the focus of aitention; the floor of the legidature
might as well be the factory floor or the crowded devator. What isimportant is how and why
individuas account for their (typicaly erroneous) behavior to others.

The CA group, in contrast, tends to be more ingtitutiond in its focus and normative in its
purpose. Their focus tends to be on the structures and procedures through which accountability is
achieved, and they typicdly regard the context (i.e., governmentd or private, legidative or executive) as
crucial. Asasubset of that genera group, students of bureaucracy and public administration have
engaged in debates over the relative value of different forms of accountability (e.g., the Friedrich- Finer
debate), oftentimes giving more attention to the normative than the empirica endeavor.*”

The central point for our project, however, isthat both approaches require atention in a useful
conceptudization of accountability. Either pergpective by itsdf draws the andlysis of public
adminigrative behavior away from its accountability-core. The AC gpproach does highlight the role
accountability plays for the individua both psychologicaly aswel as socidly, but gpplying it out without
due consderation for the ingtitutiona context trividizes the sgnificant and digtinctive role played by the
governmentd setting. The CA perspective, however, undervaues or oversimplifies the influence of
individua psychology and socid dynamicsin the structures and procedures of indtitutiondized



accountability systems.

What isrequired for our conceptudization of accountability, therefore, is aframework that
encompasses both the individudist AC and the indtitutionaist CA views. Thiswe attempt in the next
section. However, such areconceptuaization must be accompanied by a theoretica reorientation that
will focus our attention on the linkage between the two levels of andysis represented by those

perspectives.

The Ethical Theory Orientation

The effort to Areconceivef) accountability -- particularly if we regard it as akey to understanding public
adminigrative behavior (as 1 do) -- must necessarily revisit some fundamenta issues of socid theory for
at least two reasons. Firg, the current reliance on socid action theory diverts attention from individua-
level behavior where accountability has its most Sgnificant impact. Second, the present perspective
minimizes, or & least failsto highlight, the ethical nature of the public adminigrative endeavor.

Advances in the sudy of human socid behavior have been accomplished through the adoption
of some basic assumptions about the foundation or sources of socid acts. Cal them paradigms or
metatheories, they often ded with the key question of socid science: why do individuds behave a
certain way under given circumgtances. At the risk of overamplifying, there have been four mgjor
responses to that question. One, typified by the Freudian approach, regards human action as the
product of some unconscious or repressed drives. A second, more Hegelian and Marxian in form, sees
human action as the product of historical forces that ultimately manifest themselves as individua choices.
A third, closely associated with utilitarians and gtrict behaviorigts (e.g., JB Watson and BF Skinner),
sees human choices as rationd sdections in response to immediate Stuations within the context of
learned expectations. Finaly and most sgnificant among current views of public adminidrative
behavior, human action is regarded as ends-oriented behavior regulated by sociad and culturd norms
and values. Thislast gpproach owes much to the work of Tacott Parsons and other socid theorists

whose work has been extremdy influentia (as well as controversd) in the post- Second World War



era

Despite chdlenges from many quarters within the study of public adminigtration, the Parsonsgan

Asocia action theory@ orientation has been a the heart of most studies of public adminigtrative behavior.
Although developed initidly as ameans for understanding individua-level behavior, it has more often
drawn attention toward higher action levels and led to reductionist views of individuad choice behavior.
In recent years, however, at least two developments have emerged to counter that Stuation, one in the
generd area of socid theory and the other in the study of public adminigrative behavior.

In socid theory, the emergence of aAreflexive action orientation has gained increasing favor
among students of human behavior ™" The work of Pierre Bourdieu and Anthony Giddens, among
others, have give acentra place to the individua actor-s reflections in the shaping of human behavior;
and in the management arena, Chris Argyris and Donad Schon have integrated learning and reflection
into the study of organizations and organizationa behavior. In public administration per se, more
attention than ever before is being given to individua perspectives, especidly in the work of Robert
Denhardt, John Dilulio, Carolyn Ban and others.

The potentia value of areconceptudization of accountability depends on bringing the role of
individud-leve reflection into the gpplication of the framework. Without doing so, the firm divison
between the AC and CA perspectives will remain, and little of benefit will emerge except perhaps new
labels for well worn concepts.

To accomplish thislinkage task, | turn to the work of Robert Nozick and his concept of an
ethical theory approach. Nozick usesthe labe Aethical theoryl to highlight aview of human behavior
that sees action as the outcome of tensions between forces of Amora pushi and Amord pull.¢ Inthis
regard, Nozick is relying on two great traditions in the history of ethica sudies. On the one sdeisthe
Greek philosophica tradition with its stress on the urge to be aAgoodi and virtuous person -- and thus
the Amoral pushil to live up to oness value. On the other Sde isthe Jewish tradition that emphasizesthe
need to respect the value of others-- the Amord pull.0 Ethical action, Nozick argues, is the result when
mora push is equa to or grester than the mora pull ™

While Nozick=s specific use of the ethicd theory gpproach isinteresting, of greater sgnificance



for the present effort isits vaue as a means for quaifying the basic premise of socid action theory.
Again, socid action theory regardsindividua actions as the product of ends-oriented behavior thet is
norm-regulated. Addressing the question of normative regulation has been the principle motivation for
Parsons and others to move away from the focus on individua action and toward concerns for theories
of persondity, socid (aswdl as political and economic) systems, and cultures. Adopting the ethical
theory (mord push and mora pull) assumption as aworking premise for what condtitutes Anormetive
regulationd would help keep us focused as the individua level.

Put more explicitly, our ability to understand public adminidrative behavior will be sgnificantly
enhanced if we begin with the ethical theory assumption that actions result from choices public
adminigtrators must make among contending values -- vaues that create mora pushes and pullsin the
broadest sense of Amord.(§ Given thisbasic orientation toward action, the role of accountability in
shaping public adminigrative behavior becomes an empirica question. What is more, that behavior is
viewed as a product of ethica choices thrust upon the individual adminigrator.

There are, of course, anumber of significant drawbacks to this gpproach, particularly for those
bothered by the underlying assumptions regarding the ethica nature of public adminigrative behavior.
The defense of this position can take two forms: either an eaborate tome addressing the nature of socid
action and its public adminidtrative variant, or abrief assertion that the true test of any theory or model is
in its effectiveness for the purposes at hand.*™ For present purposes the more expedient solution seems

wisest.



A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR ACCOUNTABILITY

As an idearather than a specific concept -- and especialy as an ethicd idea-- accountability can be
perceived as a genus encompassing avariety of species. Uhr points out that respongbility is a derivative
of accountability; | contend that it is one of saverd such derivatives, each manifesting a particular
dimenson of accountability in itsAidea form. In this section | posit aframework intended to
conceptudize accountability by categorizing severd of its more significant species. Thereader is
reminded that the goa here is not to find the essence of accountability, but to develop a potentia
conceptud tool that might enhance our understanding of -- and ability to sysematicaly siudy -- therole
accountability plays in government in genera and public adminigration in particular.

Let=s begin with the smple view of accountability implied in its Anglo-Norman roots. That is,
accountability isthe condition of being able to render a counting of something to someone. How
such a condition gets established remains an empirica question. It can beimposed from outside through
force or legd mandate; it can come from within, through fedings of guilt or asense of loydty. Whatever
its source(s), the condition itsdlf is a sgnificant development in socid and ethica terms.

Socidly, to perceive onesdf as accountable isto accept the fact that there is an externa
reference point -- arelevant Aother( -- that must be taken into consderation as one contemplates
making choices or taking actions. Being accountable isthus asocid reationship.

Under Nozick:s Aethica theory@l orientation, the condition of accountability isinherently ethical
aswdl. Many forms of socid relationships are ethica because they dlow usto vaue oursdves as well
asothers. Nozick argues that people submit to the push of mora demands because they seek to
enhance ther saf-worth -- they are more va uable people because they vaue others. The pull of
mordity is generated by the demands of others to be treeted as valued individuals. Even though one
might not achieve the status of being an ethica person (again, when mord push is equd to or exceeds
mord pull), the condition of accountability as used here is ethically relevant because it subjects one to
the tengons of mora push and mora pull.

The basis for thistension in public adminigrators liesin the very nature of public sector work.
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Public adminigtration is a complex undertaking in a number of ways. In many cases, the very nature of
public sector tasks -- the risks and uncertainty they entail™ -- generate complexity. At other timesit is
the turbulence or congtraining nature of the task environment that poses the challenge™
Complementing, supplementing and manifesting these conditions are multiple, diverse and often
conflicting expectations™"' that emerge from every corner of the public administrator=s world.

Dedling with that situation isimportant not only for the administrator(s) subjected to it,™"" but
a0 to those who seek to harness or limit the authority and energy of administrative power. Y Among
the various means for dedling with the complex environment of expectationsis the creation and
application of indtitutiona structures and rules™ -- mechanisms that rely on the use of accountability.

In previous work, "' Romzek and | gpplied the term Aaccountability systems) to these generd
inditutiona forms and posited a framework that highlighted four types: legd, organizationd, professiond,
and palitica. ™" In the present effort, | will rely on those ingtitutional digtinctions to differentiate among
various forms (species) that the idea (genus) of accountability can take.

Asaninditutiond setting, the legd context narrows and manages expectations by establishing
liabilities for the public adminigtrator that are enforceable through judicia or quas-judicid actions. Law
is centrd to the modern adminidrative state. 1n many countries thisis reflected in the fact thet alaw
degreeis essentid for employment in public sector management positions. Even wherethisis not the
case explicitly (eg., the United States), the rule of law principle permeates mog, if no al, public sector
adtivities™ " A typica adminigtrator in the U.S,, for example, is subject to crimina actions for corrupt
acts, civil action for negligent or arbitrary acts, and adminigirative sanction for violations of due process
rules and procedures. Functionaly, this exposure to liability isamgor factor in determining how the
adminigrator deals with the chalenge of multiple, diverse, and conflicting expectations. In some
ingances -- eg., the Nuremberg Principle that one should not obey anillegd order -- the priority of
lega expectationsis made explicit. In many others, however, lega requirements comprise one among
severa gpplicable consderations.

Smilarly, organizationa working environments operate as inditutional means for narrowing or

focusing expectations, primarily through a stress on answer ability. The very nature of modern
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bureaucratic organizations and their reliance on hierarchica structures promote this form of
accountability. But even outsde an explicitly hierarchica context, the bureaucratic culture stresses the
desirability of and need for answerability. ™

The emergence of professionalism as amgor factor in the public adminigtrative endeavor is
more than a product of agrowing need for expertise in dedling with increasingly difficult tasks. It dso
reflects the need to create an effective indtitutiona accountability mechaniam for public servants whose
jobs require sgnificant amounts of discretion. In cases where legd or organizationa instruments would
be counterproductive, accountability must take the form of responsibility. To hold someone
responsible is not to free them from accountability, but to create aform of expectations management
that relies on professiona and strong peer group standards™*

The palitical form of accountability -- responsiveness -- isaso inherent in the modern
adminidrative Sate, no matter how greet the efforts to insulate public servants from itsinfluence. Putin
ingtitutiond pergpective, the question isrrt whether there should be politica accountability, but rather
what form it should take. Patronage has been the least favored gpproach ever since the logic of

XXXi

meritocracy and civil service reform came to dominate the modern state”™ and various Strategies of
using representation to enhance responsiveness have proven less than effective™ Oversight
mechanisms (both executive and legidative) are common means used to improve responsiveness ™
dthough their effectiveness has varied widdly. Efforts to develop Aadminidrative presidencies) through
strategic use of personnel systems have also had mixed records™" But none of these explicit attempts
to dedl with the Apull@ of responsiveness has been as successful as the high mora value atached to
responsivenessin most democratic politica cultures™™”

As manifestations of accountability, these four Ainditutionsi (ligbility, answeraility,
reponsibility, and responsiveness) comprise the Amord pullsi of our conceptud framework. 1n terms
of the generd literature on accountability, they are the focal points for those who study the Aconduct of
accountability,( and in that sense they are merdly haf the picture. The other hdf -- the Amora pushesi
typicaly examined as the Aaccountability of conduct( -- can be regarded as the interndization of the four

accountability inditutions.
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Liabilities, for ingance, interndize as obligations. Being lidble for your actions meanslittle
unlessit is matched with a sense of obligation based on either a positive commitment to the law or a
desire to avoid exposure to legd sanctions. In the United States, the efforts to make law enforcement
agencies and agents more accountable have for the most part relied on ligbility pulls: the use of litigation,
externa review boards, etc.. To the extent that those mechanisms remain Aexterna( from the
perspective of the law enforcement officid, accountability is at best partid. Accountability will be more
whole and effective when it becomes Aethicall -- that is, when the mora push of obligation takes hold.
The objective would be to have police conduct themsdavesin ways that reflect a sense of obligation --
that is, following certain procedures and avoiding legdly questionable actions because that is the Aright
thing to daf rather than Athisiswhat | am mandated to do.f Accountability, in short, would be a the
heart of Agood policing.

Answerability manifestsitsdf internally as deference to oness superiorsin the form of obedience.

It isimportant to understand that in its deferentiad form, obedienceis not to be regarded as merely a
response to coercive acts. Rather, it is based on the perceived legitimacy of those who are being
obeyed, i.e. that they have the right to be obeyed given the organizationd context of public
adminigrative actions. This deference and subsequent obedience seems an unlikely basisaAmord
push,@ particularly in light of the horrors of the Holocaust and smilar events when obedience was clearly
aform of mora bankruptcy. " One of K:swardersin Kafkas The Trid provides aterrifying but
amogt sympathetic rationale for administrative obedience:

We are humble subordinates who can scarcely find our way through a legd
document and have nothing to do with your case except to stand guard over you
for ten hours a day and draw our pay for it. That=s dl we are, but were quite
capable of gragping the fact that the high authorities we serve, before they would
order such an arrest asthis, must be quitewd l informed about the reasonsfor the
arrest and the person of the prisoner. There can be no mistake about that. Our
officids, so far as| know them, and | know only the lowest grades among them,
never go hunting for crime in the populace, but, asthe Law decrees, are drawn
toward the guilty and must then send out uswarders. That isthe Law. How could
there be amistake in that 7"

And yet oness sense of sdf-worth and vaue can be fulfilled by participeting in the good that can be
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achieved through hierarchicaly coordinated collective actions. One need only wetch the highly visble
work of trained firefighters or rescuers after a disaster strikes to appreciate why an individud can find
mora sustenance in obedience. That same mora push can be found playing itsdf out in the more
mundane roles undertaken by public servants in day-to-day program operations.

Fidelity -- an internalized sense of honor and loydlty to the peer or professond reference group
-- iscriticd to the success of responsible accountability. At firgt it might seem odd to associate such
emotionad commitments as Afiddity@ and loyalty with technical expertise and professondism, but those
subjectiveties are in fact critica to the professond endeavor. AProfessiona statusisin principle open
to dl,@ notes William M. Sulliven, Aregardless of socid origins.

Y et individuals can garner the benefits of professiond credentiadsonly by joining a
corporate group defined by mora expectations as well as standards of technical

competence. . . . [B]y becoming professionadsindividuasintegrate their persona

identity in important ways with a collective project, and find themsdves held

publicly accounteble for the reiable performance of service according to
prescribed procedures.

Entering a profession, then, does more than open up opportunity. It aso
makes the individua dependent upon the disciplines and control of a quas-
corporate form of life. . . .

[Plrofessondl freedom of opportunity is only redized through the
individuaks acceptance of responghility for the purposes and standards which
define the professon. Individual initiative and collective loyalty depend
mutually upon each other and yet pull in opposite directions.®

The ethica push of loyalty isastrong and distinct one that often runs counter to more rationa and
individudistic forces found in the other forms of accountability. " Its relevance to the public sector is
reflected in the censusfiguresindicating that around 40 percent of dl people employed asprofessondsand
technicianswork for governments. Of course, the influence of fiddity depends on the specific professond
setting. Theindividuad cases surrounding AWatergatel and other scandassincethe early 1970simply that
members of the Atraditionald professions (e.g., law) are expected to give priority to their professon when
faced with conflicting demandsfrom theworkplace. Studies of thetraditiona government professons(eg.,
military, foreign service, forest rangers) reinforce the contention that loyalty to the collective ideds and
standards play powerful roles in the behavior of these public officids™"" The same strong mord push is
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developing in the newer government (what Maosher termed Aemergingl) professions as well (e.g., tax
assessors, city planners, librarians).

Findly, the success of establishing and maintaining respongve adminigrative behavior depends
on the development of an internalized amenability -- a desire to actively pursue the interests of the
public or oness clientele groups. This striving to serve the needs of the Apublicl) (as varioudy defined)
has been percaived with critical eyes by many commentators of American public policy." Itis
reflected in the often told tale of the Department of Agriculture bureaucrat who was found shedding
tearsin his office because Ahisfarmer died.i And yet that amenability is rewarded and promoted within
many adminigtrative cultures where the emphasisis as much on service to the Acustomer.f At times,
however, the amenability is aimed esewhere -- to an influential member of the legidature or a powerful
congressiona subcommittee. For those who take a more normative approach to the subject, thisform
of amenability is the very essence of accountability at its best.

Taken individualy, each of these eight species of accountability can and has been used to
understand public adminigtrative behavior. Taken together under the genus of accountability (Figure A),
they relate to each other -- both within and among indtitutiond pairings -- in potentidly interesting ways.
The result is a conceptudization that begs to be explored and put to use in the systematic analys's of

accountability.
Legal Setting | Organizational Professional Political
Setting Setting Setting
Moral Pulls Liability Answerability | Responsibility | Responsiveness
Moral Pushes Obligation Obedience Fidelity Amenability

FIGURE A: EIGHT SPECIESOF ACCOUNTABILITY

CONCLUDING THOUGHTS

Andydgs familiar with governmenta systemstied to Anglo-Norman roots are quite comfortable with the

concept of accountability, just asthey are comfortable with their understandings of parliamentary
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democracy, federdism, and smilar inditutional notions peculiar to their shared political cultures. It
comes as a shock, therefore, to discover just how anglican such terms are, even to citizens of other
countries with well-established democratic traditions.

But while the term itself is not eedily trandated into some smilar word in most languages, the
idea of accountability as develop initidly by the English seems quite evident in modern adminidtretive
dates. Just what forms and functions accountability take in those systemsis an empirical question
worthy of greater atention. What isrequired for developing answers to that question is afocused and
useful conceptuaization of accountability. | have attempted to provide such a conceptudization in this
paper.

| have indicated basicdly three things that a conceptudization of accountability should do. Firdt,
it must avoid as much as possible the tendency to rely on an Anglocentric (as opposed to amerely
anglican) gpproach to theterm. | tried to accomplish this by focusing on the idea of accountability
rather than on the term per se. Approaching it as a genus with many species, | turned the focus on
forms of accountability that would trandate across palitical culture boundaries. Responsbility, aswe
have seen, ismore likely to be comprehended than accountability -- aswould ligbility, obligation, etc..

Second, the conceptualization must attempt to capture the two strong research traditions relating
to accountability: the accountability of conduct and the conduct of accountability. | approached that
problem by eaborating the theoretica context within which the concept will be most useful -- the ethica
theory form of socid action theory derived from Nozick=s view that human action is the product of
mora pulls and pushes.

Finaly, | believe accountahility to be closay related to issues of ethical behavior, and thus want
this conceptudization to reflect that assumption. Here again, the ethicd theory orientation servesthe
purpose quite well. It must be emphasized that the purpose here is not to impose a normative cast on
the concept of accountability, but to give this potentia andytic tool an ethical dimenson. The underlying
argument is not that accountability ought to be ethicd, but that we ought to put this ethical
conceptudization to work to seeif it proves useful. If it does, then we have indication that
accountability is an ethicd toolsin governance. If this ethics-based concept does not Apay off(l asan
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andytic tool, then it is back to the Adrawing boardi as far as this purpose is concerned.

How will we know if this concept is useful? That depends on our standards for assessing
conceptud utility. My immediate standards are rather smple, and yet grandiose in the long term. First,
does the framework (when appropriately applied in aresearch design) generate sufficient understanding
and ingght to warrant its continued use? Second, does its continued use lead to improvementsin the
framework, and thus further advances in our understanding and ingghts? Third, does the continuous
gpplication and improvement of the framework move use closer toward atheory of public adminigrative
behavior?

These three gods were implied in my earlier work with Romzek on the genera concept of
accountability. Others have made significant use of that initia scheme to both enhance our collective
insights into specific events (eg., the Challenger launch decision)™ and to develop more elaborate
accountability-based models. " | hope this ethics-based effort is at least as fruitful.
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