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Universidade Técnica de Lisboa 8,
2005; ‘‘Preventive Diplomacy and
the Reform of the UN’’, in Hideo
Sato, ed., Containing Conflict: Cases
in Preventive Diplomacy (Japan
Center for International Exchange);
and ‘‘The UN and East Asian
Regional Security: A Japanese
Perspective’’, in Soo-Gil Park and
Sung-Hack Kang, eds, UN, PKO
and East Asian Security: Currents,
Trends and Prospects (Korean
Academic Council on the United
Nations System, 2002). She has been
an executive board member since
2004 of the Japan Association for
United Nations Studies, and since
2006 of the Peace Studies
Association of Japan.

Kazuo Takahashi is Visiting Professor
at the United Nations University
and the National Graduate Institute
for Policy Studies (Tokyo). Prior to
this he was Professor at the

xiv CONTRIBUTORS



International Christian University
(Tokyo) after occupying various
senior positions at the OECD, the
Foundation for Advanced Studies
on International Development
(Tokyo), etc. He is the author/editor
of many publications, including
Agenda for International
Development and Capacity
Development for Peacebuilding. He
has a PhD from Columbia
University and serves as President
of the Society of Researchers of
International Development, as well
as a governing board member of the
Society for International
Development and the International
Development Center of Japan.
Within the overall framework of
global public goods, his current
research topics include
peacebuilding, water resource
management and social trust.

Hirohide Takikawa is Associate
Professor of Philosophy of Law at
the Graduate School of Law, Osaka
City University. He is the author of
a book in Japanese, Sekinin no Imi
to Seido (The Significance of
Responsibility) (Keiso shobo, 2003),
and numerous articles, including
‘‘Can We Justify the Welfare State
in an Age of Globalization? Toward
Complex Borders’’,Archiv für Rechts
und Sozialphilosophie 92(1), 2006.
A graduate of the University of
Tokyo and a former visiting scholar
at Harvard University, Hirohide
Takikawa’s research interests
include responsibility, equality,
globalization and political obligation.

Mikoto Usui is Professor Emeritus at
Tsukuba University. He is currently
Professor of International Relations
at Seisa University Faculty of
Noosphere Sciences cum Visiting
Professor at the United Nations
University/Institute of Advanced
Studies. His latest publications in
English include ‘‘Business-society
Interaction towards Sustainable
Development’’, in J. F. Green and
W. B. Chambers, eds, The Politics
of Participation in Sustainable
Development Governance (United
Nations University Press, 2006);
‘‘The Private Business Sector in
Global Environmental Diplomacy’’,
in N. Kanie and P. M. Haas, eds,
Emerging Forces in Environmental
Governance (United Nations
University Press, 2004);
‘‘Sustainable Development
Diplomacy in the Private Sector: An
Integrative Perspective on Game
Change Strategies at Multiple
Levels’’, International Negotiation
8(2), 2002; and co-editor with R. U.
Ayres, Eco-Restructuring (United
Nations University Press, 1999). A
graduate of the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology Graduate
School of Economics (USA), after
working for 20 years in the United
Nations, New York, UNIDO,
Vienna, and then the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and
Development, Paris, he repatriated
to teach at Tsukuba, Keio and
Shukutoku Universities in Japan,
specializing in economics, inter-
cultural communication/negotiation
and global governance.

In addition to the above contributors, the volume editors also wish to acknow-
ledge the contribution made, at the 2006 UNU Tokyo Symposium on Account-
ability, by Prof. Yozo Yokota, who is currently Special Adviser to the Rector of
UNU and Professor of Chuo University Law School, Tokyo. Prof. Yokota has a
PhD from the University of Tokyo.

CONTRIBUTORS xv



Foreword
Konrad Osterwalder

For the UN system the cardinal importance of accountability urgently
calls for more attention by scholars and practitioners and more thorough
and creative analytical studies than are currently found within either the
international organization literature or the ongoing councils of policy-
makers. This study, a wide-ranging appraisal of the problems of, and pos-
sible future policy directions for, UN accountability by a highly qualified
group of persons, forms a notable initial contribution that is expected to
lead to further significant developments in this field.
Attention to the manner in which the United Nations manages its af-

fairs is by no means a brand new endeavour. Large and small Member
States, independently and collectively, have periodically attempted to
bring the Organization to account in various ways, with certain useful
consequences. To take one important example, under a mandate from
the UN General Assembly as well as from the legislative organs in the
other UN organizations, results-based management, as a symbol of im-
proved public administration, has increasingly been introduced into the
UN system.
And yet these initial forays have been neither comprehensive nor

wholly satisfying. The extent of UN programmes and institutions has ex-
panded dramatically, far outpacing the resources devoted to accountabil-
ity. Further, as more attention has been paid in the post–Cold War era to
improving global governance, the notion of a ‘‘democratic deficit’’ –
which gained much intellectual attention in the 1990s – has been supple-
mented by the twin idea of an ‘‘accountability gap’’. In the context of
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international organizations, however, accountability has proven to be a
remarkably slippery and elusive concept. The small circle of analysts
who have written on UN accountability have tended to define the term
differently, to focus on different problems and to suggest rather different
approaches and possible reforms.

Within that context, in October 2006 the United Nations University
(UNU) took the initiative of hosting the Tokyo Symposium on Ac-
countability. This workshop brought together scholars with expertise in
philosophy, political science, public administration, international law,
international organization and international relations as well as practi-
tioners from the European Union, the World Bank, the Asian Develop-
ment Bank and the Joint Inspection Unit of the UN system. Alongside
opening addresses by then UNU Rector Hans van Ginkel and Masato
Kitera, Ambassador in Charge of UN Affairs in the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of Japan, the keynote contribution was provided by Edward
Luck, then Director of the Center on International Organization of the
School of International and Public Affairs at Columbia University. The
seminar was organized into four sessions focused on general analysis,
managerial accountability, political (democratic) accountability and case
studies; each was overseen by a chair and a discussant, all of them nota-
ble figures in the related field.

This book has emerged basically from the seminar contributions and
the discussions of the participants. Its purpose is to clarify, through its
chapters, key concepts and issues, identify pertinent questions, draw on
the experiences of comparable organizations and suggest a framework
for better understanding of accountability in the UN context, as well as
to point the way towards areas for further examination.

It is our hope that this volume will stimulate further study and consid-
erations on this important subject. We hope that future analyses involv-
ing more disciplines and expertise can stand on the shoulders of these
initial contributors, bringing additional elements and ideas into play that
will reach beyond the necessarily tentative discussions and conclusions
drawn in this book. We at the United Nations University see this process
as a very valuable contribution to the vital process of enhancing UN
accountability.

Prof. Dr. Konrad Osterwalder
Rector, United Nations University;
United Nations Under-Secretary-General
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Introduction

Sumihiro Kuyama and Michael Ross Fowler

In the face of the numerous global challenges existing in the world today,
promoting more effective global governance has come to the forefront
of the international agenda, and the UN organizations are expected to
play a key role in the way international affairs are managed. As a vital
precondition, however, UN organizations must themselves improve their
efficiency and effectiveness. In this context, and in the context of UN
reform in general, a growing demand has been placed in recent years on
enhancing, among other items, the accountability of the UN organizations.

The UN General Assembly, for instance, has adopted a number of
relevant resolutions, including resolution 60/260 in which it emphasized
the importance of strengthened accountability in the Organization and of
ensuring greater accountability of the Secretary-General to the Member
States, inter alia, for the effective and efficient implementation of legisla-
tive mandates and the best use of human and financial resources. In addi-
tion to these resolutions, the former Secretary-General Kofi Annan, at
the conclusion of his annual report presented to his last General Assem-
bly session (September 2006–August 2007), reiterated the importance of
accountability by stating that the Organization can become stronger and
more effective only if it is better managed and more clearly accountable.
Likewise, Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon clearly emphasized UN ac-
countability upon taking the oath of office,1 and he has been committed
to strengthening accountability since then.2

It is noted that this attention from within the Organization reflects dis-
satisfaction and criticism from without. Close observers have long argued
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that the Organization is unaccountable, or at least insufficiently ac-
countable. Thus illuminating the contours of the subject of UN account-
ability in a comprehensive manner, describing in particular its problems
and future policy direction, is a vital step to productive analysis of a com-
mon body of issues leading, eventually, to useful recommendations for
reform.
Since, to date, the concept of UN accountability has often been rather

loosely employed and only infrequently defined, development of more
robust analysis of this important subject would certainly be of great value
to both practitioners and academics concerned with UN accountability.3
To contribute to this, the United Nations University (UNU) initiated a
project to study, evaluate and eventually make tangible and practical rec-
ommendations concerning UN accountability. As a first step, in October
2006 the UNU convened the Tokyo Symposium on Accountability, fol-
lowed by another public forum in November 2007 in New York to keep
up the momentum originated in Tokyo. These brought together an array
of relevant academics and practitioners to explore what different ap-
proaches to UN accountability might be found within diverse disciplines
and practices, and to see whether a common approach to accountability,
including its definition, is feasible in the UN context as the basis for the
ultimate objective of enhancing its accountability. Experts from the
World Bank and two other international institutions (the European
Union and Asian Development Bank) were also invited to share the ex-
periences that their organizations have had with their respective efforts
to enhance accountability.
This volume is the upshot of the Tokyo symposium, but stimulated

by the symposium discussions, with each author reflecting further and re-
fining their thoughts in order to turn their contributions into the chapters
herein. The book thus aims, in the main, to fill out the current under-
standing of the conceptual matters relating to accountability as it may
apply to the United Nations, together with relevant practices and experi-
ences for enhancing UN accountability. The chapter authors, drawn from
an assortment of academic disciplines and with an array of practical and
scholarly experiences in relevant fields, were asked to reflect on the prob-
lems and possible policy directions or approaches for UN accountability,
to analyse particular aspects of accountability or to examine the concept
in the related contexts of other international organizations that have
wrestled with accountability concerns. While the authors hail from
a number of different countries, this volume also aims to add to the
English-language literature the perspectives of noted Japanese scholars
and practitioners, and various of the chapters reference Japanese contri-
butions to or perspectives on UN reform in general and accountability
issues in particular.
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It is to be noted here that, in light of the divergent views, approaches
and perspectives on an array of issues related to accountability, no at-
tempt was made to adopt an a priori common approach for all the chap-
ters with regard to basic issues such as the definition of the term. Instead,
the matter was left to each author to present on the basis of his or her
own perspective to see, as referred to already, if a common ground4
could be found to help to facilitate meaningful debates and policy formu-
lations for strengthening the accountability of the UN system organ-
izations to improve their relevance, efficiency and effectiveness. In the
conclusion we then trace the basic convergence on the definition of ac-
countability that eventually may have emerged.

With that background in mind, and before introducing the outline of
this book, we here briefly discuss some matters, primarily conceptual,
that are further elaborated in the chapters that follow: the definition of
accountability, the question of who bears accountability for what and to
whom, and the distinction, in the main, between managerial accountabil-
ity and political accountability in the UN context.

The concept of accountability

Despite frequent use of the term, accountability is an ‘‘elusive concept
whose meaning and characteristics differ depending upon the context’’.5
This is certainly true in the UN context, and, as Edward Luck observes in
chapter 1, ‘‘there is no generally accepted understanding of what ac-
countability entails or how it could best be measured, assessed or instilled
in the Organization’’. It could be noted in this context that divergent
views and opinions on the concept of accountability would depend, to a
large extent, upon differences among the academic disciplines and per-
spectives of public administration, political science, international rela-
tions, international law and others.

Nevertheless, it is commonly enunciated that, at least from the per-
spective of democratic theory, a few factors, especially authorization
(besides, for instance, support and impact),6 constitute a foundation for
accountability. Namely, an individual, group or organization entrusted
with some financial, human or other resources ought subsequently to
give an account of the use (or non-use) of the resources. Here, existence
of a superior authority is presupposed, even if implicitly, in the form of
the one that provides the resources (in addition to guidance and direc-
tion). Of fundamental importance for grasping properly the concept of
accountability in the UN context is to recall that government representa-
tives, in adopting the UN Charter, are assumed to have acknowledged,
even if tacitly, the authority of ‘‘a global demos’’, that is, ‘‘the peoples of
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the United Nations’’.7 As alluded to already, Secretary-General Ban Ki-
moon, in his address on taking the oath of office, declared ‘‘Ultimately,
we are all – Secretariat and Member States alike – accountable to ‘we
the peoples’.’’8
Having noted these fundamental points, however, inevitably discus-

sions on the question of accountability in the UN context quickly become
more complicated. For instance, not only is the UN system fragmented
and immense in the size and scope of its activities, but it contains a num-
ber of distinct power centres, including the Member States, the legislative
organs (Security Council, General Assembly, etc.) and the specialized
agencies (see chapter 2).
Furthermore, the norms to be used in bringing the distinct parts of the

UN system to account are not well defined, particularly with respect to
the more politicized dimension of the Organization. How exactly might
the Security Council be made more accountable to the General Assembly
or to the rest of the Member States? Who is accountable for the security
of UN peacekeepers and civilian personnel posted to dangerous parts of
the world? Who ought to be brought to account when the United Nations
fails to act, and what are the standards to be used in situations of non-
feasance as well as misfeasance? These and many other specific questions
remain contentious and not yet clearly answered.
Moreover, within the UN system use of the term accountability has

too often been accompanied by negative connotations. Within this highly
political organization, accountability has itself often become politicized
and caught up in larger disagreements between North and South, and
the discord sometimes evident among the Security Council, the General
Assembly and the Secretariat. If approached positively and construc-
tively, accountability could help to create a climate conducive to needed
changes in organizational culture. It could alter the way that people act
and interact, the ways in which things get done.9
At present, however, observers find very little positive to say about ac-

countability at the United Nations. It is generally agreed that the Organ-
ization should be brought to account, in Edward Luck’s phrase, ‘‘for its
failure to act in some cases, as well as for its wrong choices, ill-conceived
strategies, or failed implementation in other instances’’ (see chapter 1).
More specific examples abound. For instance, the Independent Panel on
the Safety and Security of UN Personnel in Iraq noted ‘‘a major defi-
ciency identified . . . is the lack of accountability for the decisions and po-
sitions taken by UN managers with regard to the security of UN staff’’.10
Similarly, the Independent Inquiry Committee concluded, ‘‘The Oil-for-
Food Program overtaxed the UN’s fragile oversight and accountability
mechanisms, revealing significant flaws that urgently need to be ad-
dressed if confidence in the United Nations is to be restored.’’11
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The common thread that links together such comments is the percep-
tion that there exists, at the United Nations, an accountability ‘‘deficit’’
or ‘‘gap’’, defined as a gap between a valid claim for accountability by,
for example, a certain deserving group and the actual practice by an en-
tity that ought to be accountable.12 The former party could be termed
the accountability holder, who is holding someone else accountable, and
the latter could be the accountability holdee.13 In such a complex system
as that found in the United Nations, a leading issue is that accountability
holdees have often failed to assess carefully what has occurred, and even
less frequently have they communicated a comprehensible report to ac-
countability holders. Under the circumstances, closing or narrowing such
an accountability ‘‘gap’’, or enhancing accountability, is a key element of
effective UN reform.

Managerial accountability and political accountability

To facilitate consideration of accountability in the context of the UN or-
ganizations, we believe it is advisable to divide the subject into two broad
clusters of notions: managerial accountability and political accountability.

The term managerial accountability – a management norm sometimes
also referred to as internal accountability – may be familiar to students
of business or public administration, and could be defined, in the most
general and simple terms, as accountability relating to managerial func-
tions within public or private entities or organizations.14 More specifi-
cally, managerial accountability in the context of the UN system is
focused upon accountability of those provided with delegated authority
(i.e. Secretariat officials, including executive heads such as the Secretary-
General), and holding them accountable for the actions (or the lack of
actions) taken in accordance with given mandates or responsibilities with
respect to programmes and financial, human and/or other resources,
as well as for the performance and the manner in which the related re-
sources were managed.

Management ought to occur in an ethical, transparent, efficient and
non-corrupt manner. A key component of effective managerial account-
ability, however, involves delegation of authority in the Secretariat.
Given a proper delegation of authority, managerial accountability is ap-
plicable at all levels, from the executive heads down to lower levels of
managers/staff members, and it is imperative that the accountabilities of
all officials in the Secretariat be established in an unambiguous manner
with due regard to the line-management structure.15 While the Oil-for-
Food Programme has been cited as a most notorious example of prob-
lematic managerial accountability in the United Nations in recent years,
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persistent questions have been raised as well with respect to managerial
problems in various peacekeeping missions and within an array of other
UN programmes, agencies and offices. Furthermore, it may be worth not-
ing that the so-called oil-for-food scandal contained an element of a lack
of adequate legislative oversight in addition to managerial weaknesses, a
point raised later.
Meanwhile, political accountability focuses upon the need for an organ-

ization to account for its behaviour, such as decisions made and actions
or inactions taken, to the constituencies and stakeholders that are im-
pacted. How wise and effective have the organization’s policies and man-
dated programme actions been to achieve the intended objectives and
results? Political accountability could be described, in general, as organ-
izational accountability; that is, it encompasses the accountability of legis-
lative organs (member states) and secretariats to relevant constituencies
and stakeholders. These would include, ultimately, the ‘‘peoples of the
United Nations’’, but more specifically they would be comprised of any
groups or individuals significantly affected by decisions made and actions
or inactions taken by the United Nations – as Edward Luck put it, ‘‘by
what it chooses to do or not to do, as well as by how well it does it’’ (see
chapter 1).
An important feature inherent in making the United Nations more

politically accountable is a participatory factor. Namely, the political
accountability of the Organization could be enhanced if relevant stake-
holders that are affected in major ways by a particular decision, pro-
gramme or action were involved, directly or indirectly, to the extent
practically possible, in decision-making processes, i.e. in devising or revis-
ing the policies and mandates of the organizations in the UN system.
To date, apart from the multilateral development banks (such as the

World Bank and the Asian Development Bank), just a few organiza-
tions in the UN system have adopted the practice of involving non-state
stakeholders (i.e. stakeholders other than government representatives) in
decision-making processes, even indirectly. These include the Interna-
tional Labour Organization (ILO), which has traditionally maintained a
tripartite system – that is, a system of its governing body being com-
posed of governments, employers and workers – and UNAIDS, the Joint
UN Programme on HIV/AIDs, which operates its governing body (Pro-
gramme Coordinating Board) with the participation of an array of stake-
holders, namely representatives of five NGOs (including associations of
people living with HIV) in addition to 22 governments and 10 UNAIDS
co-sponsors. Furthermore, the UN Commission on Sustainable Develop-
ment (CSD), a functional commission of the UN Economic and Social
Council (ECOSOC) consisting of 53 Member States, provides space for

6 SUMIHIRO KUYAMA AND MICHAEL ROSS FOWLER



the participation in its meetings of non-state actors, with the overall pur-
pose of informing the Commission’s decision-making processes.16

Political accountability and managerial accountability are functionally
distinct. However, both of the key actors in the UN context, the secretar-
iats and the legislative organs (Member States), are involved, or should
be involved, in both varieties of accountability, sometimes in the intricate
manner indicated below.

With respect to the functions under political accountability, the legisla-
tive organs are primarily accountable for the mandates established (as
well as the results achieved). However, the reality is more complex than
such a simple statement suggests. In many instances, a mandate is estab-
lished on the basis of, or by selecting, a certain policy from a basket of
policy options, which de facto the secretariats more often than not pre-
pare, with or without delegated authority. Thus, although the policies of
the UN organizations are supposed to be formulated, in principle, by the
legislative organs, in practice, as one expert has noted, ‘‘civil servants do
make policy. Typically, they disclaim that they are doing any such thing.
They insist that they are merely filling in the administrative details of
overall policies established by their political superiors.’’17

With respect to the functions under managerial accountability, the
secretariats themselves are mainly accountable for various management
functions, including management concerning the implementation of au-
thorized or mandated programmes. Nevertheless, legislative organs are
also expected to perform legislative or governance oversight, meaning
that the Member States oversee the secretariats in their management or
implementation of the mandated programmes, assisted often by oversight
mechanisms.18

What one could conclude from this is that legislative organs (Member
Sates) and secretariats (as well as oversight mechanisms) have a ‘‘shared
responsibility’’19 in strengthening the accountability of the UN organiza-
tions. This further underscores that, while distinguishing between mana-
gerial and political accountability may be analytically useful, there exists
a legitimate need to treat both varieties of accountability in a comprehen-
sive and holistic manner to enhance UN accountability.

A final introductory point concerning political accountability is that
one finds the term used, in general, more or less interchangeably with
democratic accountability, as referred to, for instance, in a paper by the
US Agency for International Development (US AID).20 However, a
number of the authors in this volume take issue with that usage, and sug-
gest that the concepts ought to be distinguished from one another. For
instance, Tatsuro Kunugi asserts that political accountability is broader
than democratic accountability, as elaborated in chapter 9. Michael
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Reiterer suggests in his chapter that the term democratic accountability is
used instead of political accountability when the democratic element is
emphasized over the political process. Kazuo Takahashi is also in favour
of using the term democratic accountability for the purpose of the analy-
sis of the issues that are of concern in the context of UN reform, as indi-
cated in his chapter. On the other hand, among other authors in this
volume, Edward Luck argues forcefully in his keynote chapter that the
term political accountability ought to be preferred to democratic account-
ability on the grounds that the former is ‘‘value-neutral’’. Pending further
consideration of the matter, the term political accountability, defined
broadly as accountability applicable to any kind of political form includ-
ing, of course, democratic accountability, is used in this book unless the
term democratic accountability (instead of political accountability) is
used explicitly by the authors in a specific context.

Outline of the volume

The initial keynote contribution by Edward Luck provides a substantive
overview of the question of accountability in the UN context, observing
first of all that the credibility of the United Nations depends on a con-
certed effort to repair the deficits in political and managerial accountabil-
ity. While Luck sees some modest progress in improving managerial
accountability in the wake of the oil-for-food scandal, he declares that
‘‘the challenge of boosting political accountability remains little under-
stood and largely problematic’’.

Part I: General analysis of accountability in the UN context

The first part of the book lays out certain cardinal issues related to ac-
countability in the UN context: inter alia, problems, definitions and con-
ceptual linkages or distinctions between accountability, on the one hand,
and terms such as responsibility, legitimacy, etc., on the other. First, po-
litical scientist Michael Fowler sketches out the problems that the Organ-
ization has confronted in the past and will probably continue to confront
in the future in enhancing its accountability. He asks ‘‘who in the Organ-
ization might be accountable to whom?’’, identifies the multidimensional
nature of the United Nations and its implications for accountability and
suggests that different accountability challenges confront ‘‘the United
Nations of the Member States’’ or ‘‘the legislative United Nations’’, in-
cluding what he calls ‘‘the executive United Nations’’ (that is, the Se-
curity Council as a ‘‘core decision-making group’’), ‘‘the United Nations of
the Secretariat’’ and ‘‘the umbrella United Nations’’. Then, in analysing
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the widespread perception of an accountability gap at the United Na-
tions, he points to the minimal constitutional guidance in the Charter,
the lack of a political tradition of accountability, the shortcomings of
UN reports and the absence of a well-defined line-management structure.
He is also sceptical that further ‘‘democratization’’ of the Organization
holds the key to enhanced accountability.

With Luck and Fowler having identified certain of the key problems
associated with UN accountability, in chapter 3 Hirohide Takikawa, writ-
ing from the perspective of philosophy of law, explores approaches to the
central issue of the definition of accountability. After noting the elusive
quality of accountability, Takikawa suggests a core definition and then
clarifies the concept by focusing on how accountability might be struc-
tured and how a process of responsibility might be envisioned. Takikawa
finds the essence of accountability in the ‘‘obligation to explain and jus-
tify one’s actions’’. To the three basic questions of ‘‘who should be ac-
countable, for what and to whom?’’, Takikawa urges that we consider as
well ‘‘why (on what rule) is someone accountable, and how does he or
she explain and justify?’’ Based on this, he further analyses a number of
related conceptual issues, including the relationship between accountabil-
ity and such concepts as liability, responsibility, transparency, legitimacy
and democracy.

Of particular importance in the UN context, Takikawa notes that, in
addition to positive laws, custom, practices and political culture may
shape accountability rules. To those who would enhance UN political ac-
countability via the increased involvement of those outside the Organiza-
tion affected by its decisions, Takikawa cautions that, while the term
stakeholder may be readily defined, it can be difficult to determine who
is sufficiently affected by a decision to qualify for inclusion in that cate-
gory. In applying his ideas to the UN context, Takikawa also notes that
accountability processes consume time, money and effort. Becoming
overly accountable could cause inefficiencies, just as the lack of account-
ability could. Thus, while the United Nations may affect the global
demos, it cannot realistically be accountable to everyone.

In chapter 4 Jochen Prantl examines, from the perspective of interna-
tional relations, the question of linkages between UN legitimacy and ac-
countability, taking the Security Council as a specific case and focusing
upon a few aspects ‘‘that have been understudied’’. By legitimacy, Prantl
refers ‘‘primarily to the justification of legal and political authority exer-
cised by an international institution through its procedures (or input) and
output’’. He emphasizes the effectiveness of UN institutions in terms of
solving global challenges as a precondition for an authority delegated to
the United Nations. He also focuses upon the need to allow ‘‘a flexible
participation of stakeholders’’ in order to enhance the legitimacy and
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accountability of the United Nations. In this context, and on practical
grounds, informal or ad hoc mechanisms, in particular informal groupings
of states (such as contact groups, core groups, groups of friends), are
hinted as possible options. Prantl concludes that ‘‘adopting less rigid rules
and more flexible procedures is the avenue . . . [to] pursue to make the
United Nations . . . more legitimate and accountable’’.
In the final chapter in part I, Kyoji Kawasaki, writing from the perspec-

tive of international law, discusses one specific facet of the ‘‘multifaceted
phenomenon’’ of UN accountability, namely legal accountability. By re-
ferring principally to the work of the International Law Commission in
the context of UN accountability, he discusses the concept of responsi-
bility, based on the proposition that ‘‘for the purpose of international
law, responsibility of an entity arises from the violation of an obliga-
tion owed by the entity’’ and concludes that ‘‘in order to get the whole
picture . . . we should look at . . . the accountability and responsibility of
the Member States to the UN organizations as well as to the peoples of
the United Nations’’.

Part II: Managerial accountability

The second part of this volume focuses on questions of managerial ac-
countability, including the impact of new public management (NPM) on
the United Nations. Based on an extensive review of the cases of human-
itarian assistance and environmental governance as examples, Tadanori
Inomata, in chapter 6, identifies ‘‘lacunae’’ of accountability at the level
of the UN system due to a lack of a system-wide management and gov-
ernance framework. In this context, he also refers to a ‘‘lack of intergov-
ernmental ownership in inter-agency coordination’’, as well as a ‘‘lack of
coherence in governance’’, and declares that results-based management
(RBM), adopted by the UN General Assembly as a basic benchmarking
framework, ‘‘would not ensure system-wide strategic planning and re-
source management [which is supposed to facilitate system-wide manage-
rial accountability] unless the governing bodies or the Member States
adopt common objectives applicable throughout the UN system’’.
In the next chapter, from the perspective of public administration,

Hideaki Shiroyama analyses the management methods of the UN organ-
izations, using NPM as a frame of reference. Shiroyama points out that
important aspects of the management reforms introduced under former
Secretary-General Kofi Annan included the trial ‘‘introduction’’ of
results-based budgeting (RBB) (and eventually results-based manage-
ment, as referred to in chapter 6) and the efforts to manage development
via the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). In this context, and on
the basis of extensive empirical research, Shiroyama identifies important
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challenges, in particular in evaluation. He notes: ‘‘If an international or-
ganization is to be managed as a system, conscious and continuous efforts
must be made to determine indicators for evaluation. However, in-
dicators are frequently established hastily and without an essential
understanding of the activities of the Organization, making evaluation
ineffective.’’ In addition to presenting a number of related recom-
mendations aimed at ensuring enhanced managerial accountability in the
United Nations, Shiroyama observes that managerial effectiveness of the
UN organizations, including the state of their accountability, actually
depends to a substantial extent on the manner in which the Member
States behave. Here one can see how the contributions of Inomata and
Shiroyama nicely converge.

Also grounding her work in the field of public administration, Ikuyo
Hasuo briefly provides a historical review of the evolution of programme
budgeting at the United Nations, and then describes the background un-
derlying the need to enhance UN accountability. In this context, she
focuses her analysis on the conceptual aspects of managerial accountabil-
ity. Specifically, Hasuo examines the historical evolution of the sub-
concepts of managerial accountability by making reference to J. D.
Stewart’s ‘‘ladder of accountability’’ model as a yardstick. She concludes
that, at present, the United Nations is at the stage of ‘‘performance-based
accountability’’. Furthermore, based on her analysis using an Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) study as a
point of reference, she also concludes that ‘‘NPM serves as a basis for
the concept of managerial accountability in the United Nations’’. How-
ever, she indicates that, with the increased introduction and application
of NPM in the context of results-based management, the promotion of
delegation of authority in human resources management and similar ad-
vances, other issues, such as reforms of the administration of justice, will
inevitably become essential.

Part III: Political accountability

While issues of political accountability are one focus of earlier contribu-
tions, including the Luck chapter and some of those in part I, the third
part of the volume focuses on two additional dimensions of, or perspec-
tives on, political accountability at the United Nations. (Political account-
ability is defined here as accountability applicable to any kind of political
form, including one with a ‘‘democratic’’ feature, implying that political
accountability is thus ‘‘value-neutral’’ and a ‘‘broader’’ concept than
‘‘democratic accountability’’.) The chapters in part III are supplemented
by the case studies in part IV; the studies therein are basically focused
on the aspect of political accountability, as defined above, rather than
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managerial accountability. In chapter 9 Tatsuro Kunugi, having defined
political accountability as ‘‘an emerging principle of global governance
transcending the existing omni-governmental multilateralism of the
United Nations’’, examines a number of cases, including the Declaration
of Accountability for Global Governance made at San Francisco (on the
occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of signing the UN Charter)21 and
other codes of conduct that facilitate the enhancement of accountability
and effectiveness of global governance with participation of non-state ac-
tors. Kunugi further analyses ‘‘transformative but non-structural changes
proposed in the Cardoso report’’ for strengthening the United Nations,
such as ‘‘multi-stakeholder partnerships’’ and ‘‘multi-constituency pro-
cesses’’, since such measures would have the effect of enhancing the ac-
countability and legitimacy of the United Nations.
One area in which the political accountability of the United Nations

has often been criticized involves its field operations. In chapter 10
Kazuo Takahashi identifies ‘‘a tension between field operations and de-
mocratization’’ at the level of programme countries that has been
brought about through ‘‘the consecutive emphasis on highly intervention-
ist approaches of development cooperation’’ (namely ‘‘structural adjust-
ment’’ in the 1980s, and ‘‘governance’’ in the 1990s and beyond). Based
on this, Takahashi proceeds to argue that it is essential to address the
question of UN accountability with the increasing emergence of field op-
erations in mind. Thus his analysis focuses specifically on the question of
democratic accountability,22 by a grouping of the major field operations
(i.e. ‘‘development cooperation, humanitarian intervention and PKO
with UN interim administrations’’) against three components of democ-
racy, namely ‘‘[popular] participation [in decision-making], transparency
[in governance] and rule of law’’, and concludes that democratic account-
ability of field operations raises specific types of issues which will require
special attention in the context of UN reform.

Part IV: Case studies of accountability

The fourth part of the book involves case studies of accountability, in an
aim to draw on the experiences of the European Union, the World Bank
and the Asian Development Bank to shed light on how the United Na-
tions might enhance its accountability.
In chapter 11 Koji Fukuda begins with a comprehensive consideration

of conceptual aspects of accountability, together with discussions of how
NPM reforms (which are specified by Fukuda as ‘‘NPM-guided public
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sector governance reforms’’) have been introduced into the European
Union (EU) and have succeeded in enhancing its accountability. Among
the various points identified, one may wish to note in particular that
NPM in the European Union has had a positive impact on managerial
reforms in general as well as in countering the EU’s perceived lack of ac-
countability (the democratic deficit in its mechanisms and policy pro-
cesses); the critical importance of accountability to the citizenry; and the
need to institutionalize both managerial and political accountability. Fu-
kuda concludes that lessons learned from the EU experiences, taking
NPM as a frame of reference for enhancing accountability, will be appli-
cable to the United Nations, and submits a number of suggestions includ-
ing, in particular, the reform of the decision-making process supported by
a system of stakeholders’ participation.

The chapter by Michael Reiterer complements nicely that of Fukuda.
Having noted that accountability is regarded as an instrument to over-
come the ‘‘disenchantment of many of the EU’s citizens’’, Reiterer
presents a detailed account of the state of affairs of the European Union,
separately, on democratic and political accountability, as well as on legal
accountability. In this context, he observes that the European Union
‘‘was pushed to deal in its reform process with both aspects of account-
ability, managerial and political’’, since it was ‘‘clear that management re-
form [was] only part of the story’’. Reiterer further notes that European
citizens ‘‘advocated more democratic control over the political goals
of the process, the process itself and over the use of the financial means
used in pursuit of the goals’’. Following this, he observes that there
exist ‘‘some parallels’’ between the United Nations and the European
Union concerning a number of aspects, including ‘‘a loss of confidence
by key stakeholders, and of morale by staff’’. He cautions, however,
against an overstatement of ‘‘the parallels’’ because of the differences in
respect of the very nature as well as the administrative culture of the two
institutions.

Having acknowledged that part of the ‘‘increasing concern about
accountability of institutions . . . focuses on international financial institu-
tions, and in particular the World Bank and other multilateral develop-
ment banks’’, Edith Brown Weiss, Peter Lallas and Anna Herken point
out that ‘‘There is broad consensus that institutions need to be legitimate,
both in the eyes of those who established them and in the eyes of those
whom they serve or affect, and that accountability is a necessary con-
dition for institutions to be legitimate.’’ They observe that the ‘‘growing
attention to the need for accountability in international institutions’’ and
‘‘to the effectiveness of . . . complaint and response mechanisms . . . may be
characterized as an emerging part of . . . ‘global administrative law’, or the
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structural and normative frameworks which govern the operation of insti-
tutions at the international level’’.
In this context, in light of many concerns raised by civil society, the In-

spection Panel, which ‘‘is intended to enhance the legitimacy of the
World Bank’’, was created in 1993 as a body independent of Bank man-
agement to promote ‘‘participation and accountability’’ by providing ‘‘a
forum within the World Bank Group for people who believe that they
have been, or are likely to be, harmed by World Bank-funded projects
or programmes to bring their concerns directly to the Bank’s board of ex-
ecutive directors’’. The authors contend that ‘‘it has provided a forum for
communities around the world to give voice to their concerns about the
adverse social and environmental impacts of projects funded by the
World Bank, to establish the facts in relation to these concerns and to re-
port findings to the decision-making chamber of the Bank for consider-
ation and action’’. They note that ‘‘Since the Inspection Panel was
established more than 14 years ago, all multilateral development banks
and several national export and investment agencies have now estab-
lished similar instruments, in good part modelled after the Inspection
Panel.’’ And having described in detail the panel’s history, purpose,
structure, process and impact, together with case presentations, they con-
clude that ‘‘the panel provides an entryway for people and civil society
into the decision-making process of a major international institution’’,
and that ‘‘The panel’s experience has considerable relevance for future
efforts within the UN system to establish or strengthen institutions for en-
suring accountability.’’
In the final chapter among the case studies, Suresh Nanwani focuses on

the measures that have been put in place to improve accountability at the
Asian Development Bank (ADB). Nanwani offers a detailed description
of the evolution of the ADB mechanisms relevant to accountability. In
this context, the ‘‘ripple effects’’ of the World Bank Inspection Panel on
other multilateral development banks (MDBs) are acknowledged. These
have contributed, in the case of the ADB, to ‘‘providing a system that is
more responsive to the needs of people affected by ADB-assisted proj-
ects’’. He points out, however, that the ADB accountability mechanism
is the first, among MDBs, which has introduced ‘‘two related but separate
phases’’ in which private individuals can file claims for problem-solving/
consultation, followed by requests for investigation/compliance review.
He also concludes by presenting basically the same message as provided
by other contributors, especially in part IV: ‘‘That the window of access
has been opened to individuals by the creation of any MDB account-
ability mechanism is groundbreaking, as for the first time citizens are
given a voice and an opportunity to participate in the decision-making
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processes of an international organization which consists of member
states and to which individuals are not parties even though they are proj-
ect beneficiaries.’’

Concluding remarks

As Rosemary Righter has noted, ‘‘organizations that are unaccountable
finish up by being irresponsible if not corrupt, unresponsive to opportun-
ities, and unintelligible to the public’’.23 More than six decades after the
founding of the United Nations, important work remains to be done
with respect to the organization’s accountability. As former Secretary-
General Kofi Annan noted, and as has been eventually endorsed by
Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon, ‘‘A key ingredient of any successful or-
ganization is an ethical and accountable culture pervading its staff from
top to bottom.’’24 Perceptions of UN efficiency, effectiveness and credi-
bility are closely related to accountability. And such perceptions will in-
fluence global governance and, in particular, the question of whether the
United Nations will receive the necessary resources and be assigned tasks
that will place it at the centre of international relations in the twenty-first
century.

In this regard the Tokyo Symposium on Accountability, capped by the
further efforts of the participants to turn their contributions into the
chapters of this book, might be envisioned as a triggering input for set-
ting up a horizontal information network25 aimed at focusing attention
on one central problem of global governance: deficiencies in UN account-
ability. This initial undertaking, reaching out not only to scholars from
different relevant disciplines but also to officials and practitioners from
the United Nations and other international organizations, has started to
establish relationships among participants and encourage information ex-
change about ongoing problems, research and policies, including identify-
ing different institutional and procedural approaches that might help to
close the UN accountability gap. Our hope is that by focusing attention
on issues and problems, common themes and best practices, as well
as areas of at least preliminary shared perceptions identified first in the
Tokyo symposium, then gaining wider circulation through this volume,
we will start the process of creating an inclusive, ever-widening network
of individuals, groups and institutions interested in the problems of UN
accountability and what might be done about them.

The important subject of accountability at, and of, the organiza-
tions in the UN system certainly warrants more serious attention than it
has yet been accorded. It is hoped that this volume will serve not only
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to identify key issues and raise pertinent questions that practitioners and
academics can draw on in future endeavours, but also that it may eventu-
ally contribute to enhancing the accountability of the UN organizations.
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1

Making the United Nations
accountable: Managerial and
political perspectives

Edward C. Luck

A key ingredient of any successful Organization is an ethical and account-
able culture pervading its staff from top to bottom. (Secretary-General Kofi
Annan1)

Ultimately, we are all – Secretariat and Members States alike – accountable to
‘‘we the peoples’’. (Secretary-General-Designate Ban Ki-moon2)

In these two brief statements, the outgoing and incoming Secretaries-
General capture the essence of two distinct, but complementary, notions
of accountability. On the one hand, the staff of any organization must be
held accountable for the efficiency, competence and integrity with which
they carry out the tasks they have been assigned. On the other hand, the
Organization as a whole, including its top managers and the members of
its governing board or boards, should be accountable to a much wider ar-
ray of constituencies and stakeholders. In a market, for example, a firm
may be highly efficient at producing a particular product, but if there is
fading demand for it then those decision-makers who failed to recognize
and adjust to changing market conditions and consumer preferences
should be held responsible for their mismanagement. Likewise, in a re-
sponsive or democratic society a government will not be returned to
power if, at election time, the people decide that it has pursued the
wrong priorities, even if it has done so diligently and honestly.

In recent years the accountability of the United Nations has been
brought into question on both levels. For the purposes of this chapter,
the first level will be labelled ‘‘managerial accountability’’ and the second

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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‘‘political accountability’’. This chapter posits that the credibility of the
world body depends on a concerted effort to repair both dimensions of its
accountability deficit; that, spurred by the revelations of the oil-for-food
scandal, there has been some, as yet quite modest, progress on the man-
agerial front; but that the challenge of boosting political accountability
remains little understood and largely problematic. The purpose of the
chapter is to provide a brief introduction to some of the policy dilemmas
endemic to this quest, particularly on the political side. To this end, it will
present far more questions than answers.

Introduction: The accountability test

This story, like so many involving the United Nations, begins with a par-
adox. Whatever the prevailing doubts about the UN’s accountability, the
Member States have not been shy about assigning it ever broader and
weightier tasks. A case in point was the Outcome Document agreed at
the September 2005 global summit meeting, the largest gathering of
heads of state and government in history. Its 178 paragraphs read like a
comprehensive laundry list of the world’s problems and aspirations.3 Yet,
in underlining ‘‘the urgent need to substantially improve the United Na-
tions oversight and management processes’’,4 the Member States sounded
rather uncertain of its capacity to get the job done. Pledging ‘‘to enhance
the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, accountability and credibility of
the United Nations system’’,5 the heads of state and government empha-
sized that ‘‘we need an efficient, effective and accountable Secretariat’’.6
Less clear was what they were prepared to do to enhance the Organiza-
tion’s political accountability, and whether adding one more tranche of
ambitious goals would simply widen the gap between words and deeds,
expectations and performance.
The paradox, of course, is that at this point, for all of the summitry,

public confidence in the UN’s effectiveness appears to be at an all-time
low. A February 2006 Gallup survey found 64 per cent of Americans de-
claring UN performance to be poor, compared to only 30 per cent label-
ling it good – the worst finding in the more than half a century that
Gallup has been posing the question.7 Three-quarters of the respondents
to a September 2006 US poll by Luntz Maslansky Strategic Research be-
lieved that the United Nations is no longer ‘‘effective’’ and ‘‘needs to be
held more accountable’’.8 While Americans are particularly vocal in their
doubts about the United Nations, they are hardly alone. In a 2004 survey,
Pew found less favourable views of the United Nations in Turkey, Paki-
stan, Jordan and Morocco – the only developing countries included in
the poll – than in the United States.9 When asked by the Standard Euro-
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barometer on behalf of the European Commission in September 2005
whether they tend to trust the United Nations, 37 per cent in France, 39
per cent in Italy, 40 per cent in Germany, 43 per cent in Spain, 48 per
cent in Croatia, 50 per cent in Turkey and 62 per cent in Greece said
they did not.10 The Independent Inquiry Committee into the UN Oil-
for-Food Programme, led by Paul Volcker, reached similar conclusions.
According to its September 2005 report, at the world body there ‘‘ap-
pears to be a pervasive culture resistant to accountability and prone to
escaping responsibility’’.11

Nevertheless, while the United Nations may be failing the accountabil-
ity test, both US polls discovered large majorities favouring a major role
for the United Nations in world affairs, a finding also endorsed by the
Volcker inquiry. As Volcker subsequently wrote, the United States and
others ‘‘simply cannot have it both ways: calling upon the UN to respond
to large challenges while failing to insist upon the management capacity
and integrity to meet those responsibilities’’.12 If ‘‘we the peoples’’ were
so discouraged that they had given up on the United Nations, then trying
to identify ways of bolstering its accountability would be a truly academic
exercise. But today, as in earlier bouts of despair about the current state
of the world body, the hope for a stronger, more effective and more cred-
ible United Nations has not been extinguished.

Nevertheless, the marked dissonance between the public’s preference
for multilateral action through the United Nations and its doubts about
the latter’s accountability and effectiveness may help to explain the hol-
lowness of public and governmental support for the world body. As long
as the United Nations is perceived to be unaccountable, it will be hard to
convince national leaders and legislators to invest heavily in its pro-
grammes and activities. Hence material resources to tackle its ambitious
agenda will remain far short of what is required, contributing to a further
deterioration of performance. Likewise, it is difficult to improve the per-
formance and effectiveness of an institution – or firm or individual for
that matter – that cannot be held accountable for its mistakes and fail-
ings. That principle, of course, is a prerequisite for effective democratic
governance. It is altogether fitting, therefore, that accountability has
emerged as a key theme, or at least buzzword, in recent commentary
about the United Nations, its reform and its future.

How to make the United Nations more accountable, however, remains
elusive. Few would dispute that the United Nations, like any other public
institution, should be fully accountable for its failure to act in some cases,
as well as for its wrong choices, ill-conceived strategies or failed imple-
mentation in other instances. But there is no generally accepted under-
standing of what accountability entails or how it could best be measured,
assessed or instilled in the Organization. Who should be accountable to
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whom for what? Apportioning responsibility is no easy task in an inter-
governmental body whose board consists of 192 disparate and sovereign
Member States, which has a chief administrative officer instead of a CEO,
whose work is carried out by a dizzying array of programmes, funds and
agencies, often in partnership with civil society, and whose resources are
frequently unpredictable and habitually inadequate for the mandates it
has been assigned. None of this would matter a great deal if the UN’s
work was of marginal consequence and fading relevance. But at a point
when the United Nations is coming to play an increasingly ubiquitous
and even indispensable role in addressing critical public policy chal-
lenges, its persistent accountability deficits threaten to undermine the
prospects for sustained and effective international cooperation when it is
most needed. That is why the initiative by the United Nations University
to clarify these issues, to identify and learn from best practices in other
international bodies and around the UN system and to identify options
for enhanced accountability mechanisms both inside and outside the
world body is most timely and welcome.

Managerial and political accountability

As noted earlier, it is analytically useful to think of two kinds of account-
ability, one managerial and one political.13 The former applies to man-
agers, from the Secretary-General to lower-level administrators in the
Secretariat to the heads of agencies, funds and programmes. The latter
applies both to these managers and to the intergovernmental bodies and
the Member States themselves. Political accountability concerns results
achieved and the wisdom of mandates, as well as how efficiently and
faithfully they are implemented.
Managerial accountability is familiar to even the most casual student of

administration, management and governance, whether in the private or
the public sector. Managers need to report fully and regularly to some
higher authority, whether to a board, executive committee or higher-
level manager. Various internal and external oversight or auditing bodies
may be employed to supplement these hierarchical channels in ensuring
transparency, integrity and efficiency. As chief administrative officer, the
Secretary-General is responsible to the General Assembly for the work
of the Organization and to the other principal intergovernmental organs
for those functions they entrust to him (article 98 of the Charter). Agency
heads often report to their own intergovernmental boards. This side of
accountability is reasonably straightforward, although, as discussed below,
more complicated in the United Nations than in most other institutions.
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Political accountability, or what some would call democratic account-
ability, refers to the need for the intergovernmental bodies, as well as
the Secretariat, to be answerable to the multiple and diverse constitu-
encies and stakeholders affected by UN action or inaction, by what it
chooses to do or not to do as well as by how well it does it. These groups
certainly include the Member States, though some will be more affected
than others by UN performance in different policy spheres. For example,
the states bordering on a conflict will have a higher stake in its resolution
than those distant ones that have few direct interests in the region. The
same could be said about various economic and social issues. Political ac-
countability, however, having both transnational and intra-state dimen-
sions, reaches far beyond the 192 governments represented in the
Assembly. In many cases, Member States and the Secretariat alike share
the burden and responsibility for carrying out decisions of the intergov-
ernmental organs. For instance, in the Oil-for-Food Programme the Sec-
retariat was responsible for implementing the mandate agreed by the
Security Council, but it was the latter that was to exercise oversight.
In the end, neither fully upheld its end of the bargain, leading to endless
finger-pointing when the scandal broke. Shared responsibility invited a
lack of accountability on both sides.

As a global and virtually universal organization with an unceasingly
broad agenda, the United Nations – quite literally – is accountable to
the world. Some authors, especially those who see the United Nations as
a stepping-stone towards world government, prefer to use ‘‘democratic’’
accountability instead of ‘‘political’’ accountability. Because people the
world over are affected by what the United Nations does or, too often,
fails to do, everyone is a stakeholder of the world body. Therefore, the
closer and more directly the interests and concerns of individuals can
be represented and voiced in UN forums, the more accountable to its
ultimate constituents the Organization will become.14 When he was
Secretary-General, for instance, Kofi Annan championed the notion of
human security, on the principle that the world body needs to take ac-
count of the security concerns of individuals as well as those of states.
But is the United Nations democratic, or can it even aspire to be a truly
democratic organization? This author has his doubts, as the United Na-
tions was structured to be the pre-eminent intergovernmental body, with
no mention of democracy or representation in the Charter.15 Even the
term ‘‘sovereign equality’’ was agreed at the founding conference in San
Francisco to refer to equal status before international law, not to voting
rights in the General Assembly.16

Yes, as the quote from Secretary-General Ban at the outset affirms, the
Secretariat and the Member States alike are ultimately accountable to
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‘‘we the peoples’’. But, given the UN’s structure and purpose, the only
way to attain this, in this author’s view, is through responsive and demo-
cratic Member States. Domestic mechanisms should exist through which
Member States can be held accountable by their citizens for their policies
towards and within the United Nations. To suggest that there are
ways the United Nations could be restructured, for example by adding a
people’s, parliamentary or non-governmental organization body to paral-
lel the General Assembly to make it more ‘‘democratic’’, could be
dangerous as well as impractical. The risk would be both to existing
democratic processes within states and to the coherence and authority of
the UN’s intergovernmental organs. Therefore, the value-neutral term of
‘‘political’’ accountability is preferred for this analysis.17

Accountability for all seasons

Few concepts have been invoked with greater frequency or less precision
around the United Nations in recent times than accountability. The term
has proven especially handy and malleable in the course of the sweeping
reform drive launched by Kofi Annan in September 2003. But in the pro-
cess it has become a lightning rod for controversy, especially in the fre-
quently divisive intergovernmental debates over management reform
and the proposed expansion of the Security Council. For developed
countries, the prime concern has been to ensure that the Secretariat (and
the General Assembly’s Fifth Committee) is accountable for the produc-
tive and honest use of the Organization’s material and human resources.
As the primary financial contributors to the Organization, and themselves
accountable to their taxpayers and parliaments, they often act as if – at
least on financial matters – accountability should be to them, first and
foremost. They tend to place a higher priority on managerial than politi-
cal accountability. The developing country majority, caucusing as the
131-member G-77 plus China group, naturally see things in a starkly dif-
ferent light. They are prone to stressing the political accountability of se-
lect membership bodies, like the Security Council, to the membership as
a whole. On this, their views tend to coincide with those of the many de-
veloped countries that do not happen to have the good fortune to have
been self-nominated as a permanent member of the Security Council in
1945. In the hotly contested battle over how to reform the Security Coun-
cil, most Member States, Secretary-General Kofi Annan and his High-
level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change argued vigorously that
the present members of the Council, particularly the permanent ones,
are currently unaccountable to the larger membership and their delib-
erations remain insufficiently transparent. What greater accountability
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would look like in terms of the Council’s composition, procedures and
working methods, however, remains a matter of conjecture and heated
debate.18

The growing deployment of UN military and civilian personnel in
peace operations and humanitarian missions around the world has raised
a series of complex accountability challenges.19 As the number of UN
personnel in the field has come to exceed by far those at headquarters in
an age of acute terrorist threats, questions about accountability for their
security have been posed sharply and painfully. The bombing of UN
headquarters in Baghdad in August 2003, which killed the head of the
UN Assistance Mission for IRAQ (UNAMI), Sergio Vieira de Mello,
and 21 of his colleagues, is still described by Kofi Annan as the low point
of his decade-long tenure.20 It prompted a lot of soul-searching in New
York and a sweeping and highly critical review of UN security proce-
dures.21 In an immediate and managerial sense, accountability should
rest with the Secretary-General, of course. But what of the Member
States, particularly those on the Security Council, which negotiate the
mandates for UN missions and then fail to provide them with sufficient
funding, personnel and security measures? Nowhere can the overlap be-
tween managerial and political accountability be seen more starkly than
in the UN’s peace operations in the field, whether in Rwanda, Srebrenica
or Baghdad.

Peacekeeping poses risks not only for UN civilian personnel but also
for the soldiers contributed by Member States and the local population
they seek to protect.22 As the United Nations seeks to recruit a record
number of blue helmets, police and civilian personnel to fulfil the ambi-
tious and high-risk peace operations authorized by the Security Council
in recent months, potential troop-contributing countries are asking
pointed questions about who will be accountable for any lapses in over-
sight, communications, mission planning or adjustments to changing cir-
cumstances on the ground. The stakes for those governments that
respond to the UN’s call, for the UN’s credibility and reputation and,
most importantly, for the victims of the conflicts themselves are very
high. In recent years there has been a dismaying surge in reports of sex-
ual abuse by peacekeepers, civilian as well as military, of the very women
and children they were supposed to protect.23

The September 2005 Outcome Document from the global summit took
a potentially historic step towards achieving a consensus on the doctrine
of a responsibility to protect. The gathered heads of state and govern-
ment agreed that ‘‘each individual State has the responsibility to protect
its populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes
against humanity’’.24 But, in the next paragraph, they asserted that
‘‘the international community, through the United Nations, also has
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the responsibility’’ to take appropriate measures ‘‘to help protect popula-
tions’’ from these acts. The latter paragraph, however, is heavily caveated
and its invocation would depend on the results of multilateral decision-
making processes: no automaticity here. What remains unclear, then, is
who is responsible when the United Nations and the so-called interna-
tional community fail collectively to uphold their side of the equation
even in well-publicized situations of genocide, as in Darfur. The question
of whether or how international leaders and national decision-makers
should be held accountable for such failures of will has hardly entered
the mainstream debate, much less produced any convergence of views.
The International Criminal Court, for example, is understandably fo-
cused on the commission of illegal and repugnant acts, not on those who
look the other way.
Aside from these more existential matters of political accountability,

which have always plagued the notion of collective decision-making in a
world of sovereign nation-states, the United Nations has also suffered
from more prosaic but highly damaging deficits in managerial account-
ability. Ongoing investigations of UN procurement practices, much like
the Volcker-led inquiry into the Oil-for-Food Programme, have aimed at
centres of alleged impunity in which managers have not been held prop-
erly accountable despite the relatively large and growing sums involved.
In 2005–2006 Secretary-General Kofi Annan announced a series of steps,
such as an Ethics Office, whistleblower protection, financial disclosure
statements and enhanced auditing.25 His successor, Ban Ki-moon, has
promised further steps. How stubborn the longstanding culture of unac-
countability will prove to be remains to be seen.
Traditionally, the incoming Secretary-General has enjoyed a honey-

moon period in which to restructure top posts to fit his priorities and
management style.26 Secretary-General Ban has indicated that he plans
to introduce a major restructuring of the UN’s political departments, as
well as pursuing the management reform process initiated by Kofi
Annan. There is substantial unfinished business on the latter front, as in
mid-2006 the General Assembly and its Fifth Committee rebuffed much
of Kofi Annan’s broad-ranging package of management, budgetary and
human resources reforms.27 Again, starkly different interpretations of
accountability standards and processes fed the deep mistrust between
developed and developing countries, and between the latter and the Sec-
retariat, that downed the reform proposals. Not only were the Secretary-
General’s far-reaching proposals set aside, but, in the process, the
Assembly ended a two-decades-old practice of deciding budgetary mat-
ters by consensus. Thus the most important and durable product of the
mid-1980s’ reform effort has been lost: a high price for the current lack
of trust, transparency and accountability in the world body. This setback

26 EDWARD C. LUCK



served to underline the depth of North–South differences over the mean-
ing of accountability, as well as their policy consequences.

As these disparate examples suggest, accountability – or more often
the lack of it – has become a pervasive and central challenge to UN re-
formers, managers and Member States. The more popular the concept
has become, however, the harder it has been to refine and articulate its
content and definition. At this point, as the examples above illustrate, ac-
countability means quite different things to different people.

Accountability in the UN context

The United Nations is not the first institution to try to refine the notion of
accountability in the policy realm. A number of NGOs are dedicated to
improving the accountability of public institutions. For example, the Hu-
manitarian Accountability Partnership suggests that ‘‘accountability is
the countervailing force which confronts power and ensures that it is ex-
ercised responsibly’’.28 Though evocative, this formulation fails to pro-
vide a rigorous or measurable standard. A 2003 report by the Global
Accountability Project, Power Without Accountability, comes closer to
providing a usable definition. It begins with a variation of the dictionary
definition: ‘‘At its simplest, accountability refers to a process by which in-
dividuals or organizations are answerable for their actions and the con-
sequences that follow from them.’’29 It then differentiates between
‘‘traditional’’ and ‘‘stakeholder’’ approaches that roughly correspond to
the managerial and political models noted above, though the report fa-
vours a democratic standard based on the voice and access of individu-
als to the decision-making processes of intergovernmental bodies, as if
the latter were components of a world government.

During the recent reform drive, the United Nations itself tried to come
up with a usable definition of accountability. The Independent Steering
Committee on the Comprehensive Review of Governance and Oversight
within the United Nations and Its Funds, Programmes and Specialized
Agencies was established by Secretary-General Annan upon a request
contained in the Outcome Document of the September 2005 World Sum-
mit. In the glossary of its report,30 the Committee defines accountability
as ‘‘the responsibility to justify money spent, decisions made, and activities
performed by an individual or an organization’’. The report outlines a
proposed UN Code of Governance based on best practices. The latter, it
notes, ‘‘are therefore a means to help ensure that the UN Code of Gover-
nance is implemented and that those responsible are held accountable’’.

These findings of the Independent Steering Committee certainly help
clarify the notion of accountability in a management context. However,
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there are several reasons to treat this definition as the starting point, not
the end, of the quest for greater clarity.
� One, the United Nations is criticized as often for what it has failed to
do or to respond to as for ‘‘money spent, decisions made, and activities
performed’’. The UN’s management and governance lapses, in both the
Secretariat and the Security Council, on the implementation of the Oil-
for-Food Programme come to mind. As noted above, the Security
Council’s lack of will in dealing with the humanitarian calamities in
Rwanda, Srebrenica and Darfur surely raises accountability issues that
far transcend, in the public’s eye, those stemming from garden-variety
management shortcomings.

� Two, the Independent Steering Committee’s definition seems more apt
for management accountability than for political accountability, and for
the Secretariat than for intergovernmental bodies. In an organization
as intrinsically political as the United Nations, it makes little sense to
employ standard management criteria for assessing whether it has suc-
ceeded in carrying out those mandates that are highly political or have
a more aspirational or symbolic quality. In other words, one-size-fits-all
standards are unlikely to work across the board in a UN context.

� Three, under this definition it is not entirely clear for what the United
Nations is being held accountable. Since the proposed code is to be
based on best practices, it sounds as if these would form the standard
or basis for judgement. As long as the UN entity could reasonably
claim to have followed the best practices then known, it could not be
held responsible or accountable for any inadequacies in the results
achieved. That may be an acceptable standard for accounting purposes,
but hardly sufficient for political expectations and demands. The latter,
like the policy challenges facing the United Nations, are highly dynamic.
Current practices and standards are often insufficient to get the job
done in such an unpredictable policy environment, particularly when
the UN’s assigned task and policy preferences involve prevention.

� Four, while the report’s definition encompasses the standard dictionary
meaning of having to give account or be answerable, it tells us nothing
about what happens next. Are there rewards for good performance and
punishments for bad? Are there increments along the way? Who deter-
mines these and who is capable of carrying them out? Some authors
emphasize that accountability entails imposing significant costs or disin-
centives for failure, while Robert Behn goes so far as to assert that ‘‘ac-
countability means punishment’’.31 Neither punishment nor reward, of
course, comes easily or surely for the United Nations.
As noted earlier, it is no secret that the often murky managerial and

governance relationships between the Member States and the Secretariat
contribute to both the perception and the reality of a lack of accountabil-

28 EDWARD C. LUCK



ity in the world body. According to the report, ‘‘transparency and dis-
closure concern the framework and context for the accountability of the
governing body, its members and the executive management in the en-
tity’’.32 It goes on to underline that ‘‘the General Assembly is the Gov-
erning Body of the Secretariat’’. But how does one hold a body of 192
states accountable? Given the universal character and one-state, one-
vote rules not only of the Assembly but also of its Fifth Committee that
handles management and budgetary matters, is not this proposition
equivalent to declaring the world to be responsible and accountable? As
early as 1945, when the United Nations had only 51 members, the UN’s
Preparatory Commission recognized that ‘‘a large body like the General
Assembly, or the Administrative and Budgetary Committee of the As-
sembly, would find it difficult to deal adequately with the budget and re-
lated administrative matters’’.33 One can imagine what the Commission
would have said about the oversight capacities of an Assembly with 192
members! Yet, as demonstrated once again in the breakdown of the con-
sensus process in 2006, many Member States, particularly the developing
countries, insist that these questions be addressed only by committees of
the whole, where each of them has a voice and vote equal to those of the
largest contributors.

To get a fuller perspective on why accountability has been so problem-
atic for the United Nations, it would be helpful to consider the steps that
would need to be taken to ensure effective and sustainable accountability
in an institution devoted to public policy. For such a body, delivery mat-
ters more than good intentions. The following seven steps therefore sug-
gest themselves.
� One, the mandate or policy task to be undertaken must be defined, ar-
ticulated and communicated with sufficient clarity, precision and timeli-
ness that all of the relevant players and stakeholders have a clear and
common understanding of what is being undertaken. Ambiguity about
the nature, scope or means for carrying out the mandate should be kept
to a minimum. But the intergovernmental bodies that produce the
UN’s core mandates thrive on creative ambiguity, even vagueness, in
the pursuit of convergence and consensus among the Member States.

� Two, the results or performance must be measurable in some generally
accepted way, as well as in a timely manner. The second dictionary def-
inition of accountable is ‘‘explainable’’ or ‘‘capable of being accounted
for’’. Even when not hampered by purposeful ambiguity, UN resolu-
tions are often general, aspirational or indicative of a policy direction
more than of specific, actionable, policy measures or steps. For exam-
ple, the most precise mandates in the Millennium Declaration were
those for the Millennium Development Goals, but it required consider-
able work and no little controversy to have them translated into more
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specific and measurable targets that could spur policy action. Seven
years later, controversy persists on whether and how much progress is
being made towards these goals and deadlines. The 178 paragraphs of
the 2005 Outcome Document are every bit as general and hortatory.
Outcomes in the peace and security realm tend to be even less measur-
able, partly because one can never know what would have happened if
the United Nations had acted in a different way or be fully confident
that the remnants of past conflicts will not spark renewed trouble at
some future point. The United Nations tends to address dynamic, not
static, situations.

� Three, there must be some agreed or generally acceptable means of
conducting the measurement and assessment of results achieved, and
of communicating these findings to the relevant parties and stakehold-
ers. This needs to be done, of course, in a credible, accessible, timely
and authoritative manner. Results-based or performance-based budget-
ing has provided a partial answer to this challenge, but it has worked
far better in some policy sectors than others. On the whole, it appears
to have added more to managerial than to political accountability; on
core development and security issues of wide visibility and high public
concern, these techniques have been less productive. In part, this re-
flects the UN’s modest role as one of many actors in these fields, in
which it often exercises relatively little control over events and devel-
opments. On its own, it generally is in no position to deliver on its
promises.

� Four, beyond these questions about who should be responsible for
what lies the matter of to whom they should be accountable. By its
very nature, the United Nations tends to deal with controversial issues
whose resolution favours some parties more than others, whether the
question relates to development, social matters or security. More and
more, the United Nations is seeking to address the problems affecting
individuals and groups, not just states. In human rights and humanitar-
ian affairs, the state may be the problem and UN actions may be
applauded on one level and condemned on another. There may be
multiple constituencies, with a range of views and values, to whom the
United Nations is accountable.

� Five, whichever constituency is deemed to have a legitimate stake in
the outcome should also have a reliable means of aggregating and com-
municating its collective judgement about the success of the UN pro-
gramme or action. Again, UN leaders have increasingly identified its
core mission as coming to the aid of the poor, vulnerable, abused and
disenfranchised. Fair enough, but by definition these groups may be the
least able to assemble and develop a collective viewpoint or have the
means of communicating it to international officials or other Member
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States in a timely, accurate and assured manner. Who speaks for the
poor, the displaced and the suppressed? Many diplomats in the Gen-
eral Assembly claim to, as do any number of Northern-based NGOs.
But such contentions are highly political, sometimes self-interested
and hard to verify. Articulate and energetic NGOs are being estab-
lished at an impressive rate in much of the developing world, and
South-South NGO networks are growing as well.34 Their credentials
and independence from government influence are not always unambig-
uous, and they tend to be in short supply where most needed in under-
developed and oppressive societies where the United Nations seeks to
make the most difference.

� Six, there needs to be some generally accepted means of determining,
calibrating and applying appropriate incentives or sanctions in each
case. This has proven to be a particularly high and stubborn hurdle for
the UN system. The United Nations relies on others to carry out many
of its field and operational activities, whether in peacekeeping, human-
itarian assistance, human rights or development. As the repugnant
abuses by UN blue helmets noted above have illustrated, it is difficult
for the United Nations to hold individual soldiers or officers account-
able when their chain of command goes to their capitals, not to Turtle
Bay. The United Nations has no legal authority to prosecute its own
employees, while its management culture often favours ignoring all
but the most serious transgressions and passing on poor performers to
other departments or programmes. Much of the Secretariat, moreover,
seems convinced that the existing avenues for redress for employees
facing disciplinary action are unfair, antiquated and biased towards
managers.35 On the intergovernmental level, Member States, not sur-
prisingly, show little appetite for sanctions or even naming-and-
shaming tactics to keep other Member States accountable.

� Seven, in theory Member States have some powerful tools for ensuring
that the Secretary-General, his top managers and those of the pro-
grammes, funds and agencies are held accountable. But the practice of
permitting a Secretary-General to serve two terms is deeply ingrained
among the Member States, especially since the United States unilater-
ally denied Boutros Boutros-Ghali a second term. The Charter has no
provision for impeachment, or even for the terms and conditions of the
office. The power of the purse is hard to exercise in a 192-member
body, especially when the large majority have little financial stake in
the Organization. Some major contributors would prefer to move more
rapidly towards voluntary funding, precisely to ensure fuller account-
ability. However, there is much resistance to that trend in the General
Assembly, where most states already complain incessantly about the
financial pressures exerted by the wealthier countries. The heavy
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reliance on voluntary funding raises a managerial dilemma as well, for
it reduces the Secretary-General’s, as well as the General Assembly’s,
leverage and control over those vast portions of the UN system – as
much as 80 per cent of its posts and spending – funded through volun-
tary or extra-budgetary channels.36 Hence, in the name of political ac-
countability, the prospects for managerial accountability have been
compromised and its scope has been narrowed.
None of this suggests that accountability is impossible in the UN sys-

tem or that these barriers are immutable. The United Nations is a
dynamic and adaptable place.37 These seven points do help explain, how-
ever, why notions of accountability from other contexts, such as the
private sector or national governments, may fit the United Nations
awkwardly and imperfectly at best. They also underline why managerial
accountability is easier to achieve, even to define, than political account-
ability. In such an obsessively political environment, of course, the dis-
tinction between what is managerial and what is political is rarely clean
cut. The United Nations needs to do far better at both. It cannot move
with assurance down either path, moreover, without substantial progress
on the other. This will require a degree of joint effort and mutual confi-
dence between the Member States and the Secretariat that has too often
been lacking in recent years. To function properly and to be sustainable,
accountability in the UN system demands a degree of the very trust that
it is – ironically – designed to produce. With new leadership at the United
Nations and changing political dynamics in key capitals, it just may be
time for what has been a downward cycle to reverse itself, as steps to-
wards greater transparency, trust and accountability become mutually re-
inforcing. If so, then the long-awaited renovation of the world body could
begin to move from the realm of theory to the plane of practice.
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General analysis of accountability
in the UN context





2

Bringing the different United
Nations to account

Michael Ross Fowler

Introduction

The post–Cold War era has been marked by a series of diverse issues
that have arisen somewhere within the UN system and have raised grave
questions regarding the Organization’s accountability. In the early 1990s
charges of corruption and mismanagement dogged peacekeeping mis-
sions in Cambodia, Somalia and the Balkans.1 In 1994 the wholly inade-
quate UN responses to events in Rwanda proved to be a key factor in the
killing of approximately 800,000 people, and yet no UN actor, and cer-
tainly not the Security Council or its permanent members, squarely
accepted blame for the failure to act effectively.2 The following year the
Serb army massacred civilians at the supposed UN ‘‘safe area’’ of
Srebrenica in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Here, despite the fact that neither
a peace agreement nor a ceasefire existed, peacekeepers had been
deployed in inadequate numbers. While the United Nations published a
report that detailed the organization’s failures in Srebrenica,3 no officials
were cited as having been responsible and disciplined or punished.4
Indeed, later ventures, such as the military operation in Sierra Leone,
also progressed with a clearly insufficient peacekeeping force, raising
serious questions as to whether the lessons of Srebrenica had been duly
absorbed.5

In 2004 and 2005 revelations of fraud, corruption, mismanagement and
faulty oversight badly tarnished the Oil-for-Food Programme in Iraq6
and eventually led to the conviction of a UN procurement officer on
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charges of receiving nearly $1 million in kickbacks from the companies
with which he was contracting.7 After former US federal prosecutor
Robert Appleton led an investigation into bribery, bid rigging, over-
charges and misappropriated funds in peacekeeping operations, a 2007
report concluded: ‘‘The task force identified multiple instances of fraud
and corruption with aggregate value in excess of $610 million.’’8 In 2008
internal audits at the UN Office for Internal Oversight Services turned up
millions of dollars that had allegedly been wasted during the UN peace-
keeping operation in Sudan.9
During the early twenty-first century charges of sexual exploitation by

UN personnel in Africa and the Balkans10 drew considerable public
attention as well. A 2005 UN report concluded that ‘‘Sexual exploita-
tion and abuse by military, civilian policy and civilian peacekeeping per-
sonnel is not a new phenomenon’’ and often brings with it ‘‘a continued
downward spiral of further prostitution, with its attendant violence, des-
peration, disease, and further dependency’’. This causes local and inter-
national public disillusionment with an organization ‘‘mandated to enter
into a broken society to help it, not to break the trust placed in it by the
local population’’.11 A 2008 report authored by the non-governmental
organization Save the Children concluded that sexual abuse of children
takes place in every emergency zone, with abuse by UN peacekeepers a
particular problem.12 After observing that ‘‘Few UN agencies and NGOs
collect detailed information on the abuse of children by their own per-
sonnel, and even fewer make this information publicly available’’,13
Save the Children noted that the impact of past efforts to curb the prob-
lem had yet to be seen at the grassroots level.14
The crescendo of scandals, followed by mounting evidence that public

confidence in the United Nations is receding,15 has stimulated scholars to
focus upon how the Organization might become more accountable. In at-
tempting to shed light on the difficulties involved in bringing such a vast
global international organization to account,16 this chapter addresses the
following questions.
� How should accountability be conceived of within the United Nations?
� Who in the Organization might be accountable to whom?
� What is the ‘‘accountability gap’’?
� What are the principal obstacles to improved future accountability?
� Would further democratizing the United Nations be likely to enhance
accountability?

Accountability within the United Nations

In essence, accountability denotes some designated supervisory entity
critically appraising the effort by a subordinate body to demonstrate re-
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sponsible behaviour. I would thus urge that accountability be approached
via the related yet antecedent idea of duty or responsibility.17 At core,
responsibility in public affairs involves the direct or indirect assignment
and the consequent acceptance of particular tasks. Accountability focuses
on the evaluation of those tasks: assessing the manner in which they have
been executed over a particular time period. While the two concepts
speak to overlapping concerns, they are, in my formulation, quite defi-
nitely distinct.

With this in mind, scholars and policy-makers might advance towards
the ultimate goal of fashioning policy proposals useful within the UN
context by first working through a set of analytical questions.
� In what ways have duties, either declared or implied, evolved within
the United Nations?18

� How, in quantitative and qualitative terms, has each part of the United
Nations been carrying out its duties?

� How and to whom does each part attempt to demonstrate that it has, in
fact, been behaving responsibly?

� How has the supervisory entity, if any, assessed the actions of
those who report to it and communicated the results of that assess-
ment?

� To what extent has the part of the United Nations being brought to ac-
count reacted to the appraisal in rational and useful ways?

� Finally, how large is the gulf between the manner in which such a sys-
tem aimed at effective accountability should operate and the manner in
which the current system has, in fact, operated?
As one moves down this list of questions, international organization

discourse shifts away from the sphere of responsibility and into the neigh-
bouring realm of accountability.

For an entity to be seen as properly accountable, duties must be de-
fined, a clear and effective hierarchy must be established in which one en-
tity brings another to account, an adequate accounting to an appropriate
body must occur, the results of the external evaluation must be commu-
nicated effectively to the entity being evaluated and the assessment must
then be absorbed and, ideally, acted upon19 in some productive manner.
And, I maintain, these fundamental principles are applicable to both
managerial accountability, that is, the intra-organizational responsibility
to manage effectively the administrative affairs of a governmental body,
and political accountability, that is, a political organization’s intra- and
extra-organizational efforts to explain and stand behind its behaviour. In
each of these cases attention ought to focus both on what the government
body has chosen to do and not to do, and the manner in which it has
acted, including its effort to learn from its failures and revise its future
actions accordingly.
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Which United Nations? Disaggregating the pieces of the
Organization

If effective analysis hinges in part on arriving at a common understanding
of how accountability should be conceived of in the international organ-
ization context, I would contend that a precise definition of just what is
meant by United Nations is in order as well. In the decades since the
framing of the UN Charter, ‘‘United Nations’’ has been used quite differ-
ently depending on the circumstances in which the phrase was employed.
Some will say that the United Nations has various faces or dimensions.
For purposes of international relations analysis I prefer to underscore
the distinctive nature of its multiple spheres of action by describing
them as different United Nations.20
Perhaps the narrowest use of the term ‘‘United Nations’’ has focused

on the part of the Organization centred on the Secretariat,21 led by the
Secretary-General.22 In this sense the United Nations is an organization
separate from the states that comprise its membership roster. The ideal
of this United Nations of the Secretariat is impartial internationalism. Its
energies are usually absorbed by actions aimed at the issues of develop-
ment and social and humanitarian affairs,23 first pointed to in article 1(3)
of the Charter.24 When one says that the United Nations lacks armed
forces or military expertise, this is the sense in which the term is being
employed, as it is when one says that the Organization is deeply involved
in helping to build better lives for people around the world.
However, other common and valid uses of United Nations exist as well.

The founders who met in San Francisco in 1945 focused chiefly on the
task of how states might become united in order to deal with the crucially
important problems of world order that had brought two world wars in
three decades.25 These initial discussions launched what might be
thought of as the state-centric United Nations.26 The Charter opens
with the declaration that the purposes of the United Nations are ‘‘to
maintain international peace and security’’ via ‘‘effective collective mea-
sures’’.27 Such statements principally involve the United Nations of the
Member States, not the United Nations of the Secretariat. Indeed,
throughout the provisions of Chapter II regarding membership in the
Organization, the phrase ‘‘United Nations’’ is quite clearly used in this
second sense of the term.28 The ever-larger body of states that have
signed the Charter – the United Nations in this venerable usage – is not
really headed by the Secretary-General, who is, according to article 97 of
the Charter, ‘‘the chief administrative officer of the Organization’’, much
less by the other staff of the Secretariat. Both might more accurately be
portrayed as working for the United Nations of the Member States.
One might also observe that the United Nations of the Member States

can be divided into component parts, separate though overlapping. When
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international crises come before the Organization, leadership is to be ex-
ercised by the Security Council, which is also authorized ‘‘to speak and
act in the name of the UN’’.29 This executive United Nations, which might
be thought of as one core decision-making group of the United Nations
of the Member States, functions ‘‘with the assistance of an international
staff’’,30 and often addresses its instructions to the Secretary-General.31

With respect to this particular usage, international relations scholars
might argue that this United Nations most certainly does not lack armed
forces. To the contrary, its Member States boast the vast bulk of the
world’s military power, with a significant percentage of that capacity
lodged within the militaries of the permanent members of the Security
Council.32 Just how united the Security Council is with respect to the
handling of any particular crisis very largely determines the action, or in-
action, of this United Nations. However, when powerful states provide
troops for peacekeeping and peace-enforcement actions undertaken in
the name of the United Nations, they do not typically give up command
of their forces.33 In these circumstances, the authority of the United
Nations over the troops acting in the organization’s name is problematic,
to say the least. And international society is still grappling with the issue
of whether the United Nations might be held internationally responsible
if a state acting pursuant to Security Council authorization then acts
wrongfully34 – a problem that might arise in various contexts, including
the use of national military forces.

When still others employ the term United Nations, they have in mind
not so much the Organization of the Secretariat, led by the Secretary-
General, or the crisis-management institution, centred on the Security
Council, but instead what might be thought of as the plenary United Na-
tions. Here the focus is on the ‘‘verbal function’’ of the United Nations of
the Member States – that is, the heart of modern multilateral diplomacy,
‘‘the all-encompassing General Assembly . . . the talk-shop, the resolution-
passing, declaration-proclaiming, judgment-pronouncing center of the
Organization’’.35 This is the organ to which are directed a host of studies
and annual and special reports,36 much of the fodder of accountability in
a modern bureaucracy. In addition, the plenary United Nations approves
budgets, which might be thought of as one important though indirect
route towards holding the executive United Nations accountable.37 And
this particular United Nations has also evolved in significant ways over
time, being transformed from what was once frequently a diplomatic in-
strument of the United States and its allies to one largely dominated by
the so-called third world states.

To this list I would add that within international relations discourse the
United Nations is also frequently used in shorthand for the broader
phrases ‘‘UN system’’38 or ‘‘UN family of organizations’’. That is, the
term can encompass all those institutions that, over 60 years, have found
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some place under the aegis of this immense global organization. The
specialized agencies are one vital focal point within this umbrella United
Nations, but the Organization has also spawned a formidable array of
other entities, including units and task forces, programmes and confer-
ences, commissions and committees, and expert groups and blue-ribbon
panels. (A number of these are alluded to in the chapters that follow.)
In identifying and underscoring analytical distinctions among the

United Nations of the Secretariat, the United Nations of the Member States,
its two principal subdivisions – the executive United Nations and the ple-
nary United Nations – and the umbrella United Nations, I do not mean to
suggest that these United Nations have in any sense evolved into mutu-
ally exclusive bodies.39 Naturally, the services provided by the Secretar-
iat are critically important to the other organs.40 Certainly, the Member
States regularly influence, if they do not always control, the Secretariat,
which depends upon them for vital resources. At the same time, the
Secretary-General often has a bearing on Security Council affairs, even
enjoying the power to summon that body when he perceives a threat to
the peace.41 In these sorts of ways the multiple United Nations are often
connected, intertwined, even interlocked, though I would dispute the no-
tion that they must therefore themselves be very united.
To disentangle issues of accountability, it may be helpful to think about

how the various United Nations are or are not, might or might not be,
brought to account. This is particularly important since, when it is said
that through the years the United Nations has lacked accountability, one
could be advancing quite different criticisms:
� that the United Nations of the Secretariat is not sufficiently accountable
to the Member States in its use of certain funds or its implementation
of certain projects

� that the United Nations of the Member States is not sufficiently account-
able to national constituencies or to the world’s people

� that the executive United Nations, in undertaking crisis management, is
not sufficiently accountable to the plenary United Nations or to ‘‘we
the peoples of the United Nations’’

� that the plenary United Nations is not sufficiently accountable to the
global public or the rest of the Organization as it makes declarations
in its resolutions or fulfils its other duties, including its budgetary work
and review of reports

� that the umbrella United Nations is not sufficiently accountable to the
principal UN organs, the Member States or the general public, as each
component part goes about its business in what often seems an emphat-
ically decentralized and autonomous manner.
These possible criticisms suggest a wide array of fields of enquiry

for scholars examining UN accountability. Upon which of the United

42 MICHAEL ROSS FOWLER



Nations is the main thrust of the effort to enhance accountability to be
focused? One might also carefully consider to whom that accountability
might flow. Should it be conceived as flowing to the global public, or
might it also flow from one United Nations, such as the Secretariat, to an-
other, such as the Member States?

The ‘‘accountability gap’’ at the United Nations

Why exactly do troubling issues continue to arise with respect to the ac-
countability of each of the United Nations identified above? What is the
source of the deficit, or gap, in UN accountability that is both deeply wor-
risome and quite widespread? Here is an organization that has seldom
been accused of shirking paperwork, that employs legions of accountants
and auditors, lawyers and administrators, and that has long been commit-
ted to publishing and then disseminating extraordinary amounts of mate-
rial related to its operations. Why does there remain the widespread
view, among insiders and outsiders, that the United Nations is insuffi-
ciently accountable for its activities?

One conceivable reason is that the public, even fairly knowledgeable
observers, may be unaware of the efforts by the various United Nations
to be accountable. While certain of the different United Nations no doubt
perceive more of an obligation to account for their actions than do
others, none has particularly distinguished itself in publicizing its past
efforts to be accountable. Thus people may not be sufficiently aware of
many of the activities of such institutions as the Ethics Office, the
Joint Inspection Unit or the Office of Internal Oversight Services, or
of independent inquiry committees, much less such recent advances as
whistleblower protection, financial disclosure requirements and post-
employment restrictions on UN staffers.42

And yet the continuing serious accountability issues that have riveted
the attention of so many in countries around the world strongly suggest
that something more deeply rooted than a public relations problem is at
work. While various explanations might be suggested for the accountabil-
ity gap, let me identify a handful of exacerbating factors and suggest that
they tend to play off one another, each contributing to the gap.

The lack of constitutional guidance

On a philosophical plane, few would quarrel with the assertion that each
of the United Nations described above, in policies and projects, state-
ments and decisions, should be true to the constitutional principles upon
which the Organization was founded. And, to a notable extent, the UN
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Charter does partake of the nature of a constitution. Its words provide a
text that is a source of legitimacy and contains certain directives – some
clear, some implied, some ambiguous – aimed at organizing a govern-
ment body, identifying basic principles and distributing and limiting im-
portant powers. As a form of constitution, however, the UN Charter is
also clouded by various significant problems. For one, the inclination of
governments to abide by the Charter may not be as deeply ingrained
as is the inclination to abide by their own constitution. Throughout the
organization’s existence differing ideologies and national interests have
regularly pulled the Member States towards pragmatic policies and away
from the principled behaviour, the notions of how international politics
ought to work, described in the Charter.43 For instance, as I have argued
elsewhere, throughout the Cold War and beyond, the security regime en-
visioned by the UN founders went largely unrealized on account of a
flawed, failed or illusory collective security system.44
Furthermore, an international legal regime that might interpret and

even enforce the words of the UN Charter remains, at best, fragmentary
and underdeveloped. Certainly, the International Court of Justice has
never been granted the power to exercise any type of judicial review to
ensure that UN legislative organs abide by the words of the Charter.
And yet judicial review has been an essential matter in effectively delin-
eating and clarifying the constitutions of so many of the states that ad-
here reasonably well to the ideal of a rule of law.45 More broadly, the
Charter, as a constitutional document, continues to lack well-developed
case law. And the number and variety of potential viewpoints can be per-
plexing, as now almost 200 sovereign states themselves attempt to inter-
pret the Charter as a living document. This, then, underscores the
problems associated with the absence of a body of definitive constitu-
tional judgments issued by a court.
Beyond this systemic difficulty, the UN Charter simply does not speak

of accountability frequently or directly. It is true that the Charter spells
out certain key tasks envisioned for such vital organs as the General As-
sembly and the Security Council, and does so much more clearly than the
League of Nations Covenant did for the League Assembly and Council.
However, a good deal less is said about accountability than responsibility.
The Charter designates the ‘‘functions and powers’’ of the General As-
sembly, Security Council, Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) and
Trusteeship Council, but has no correlative designation for how these
organs might be brought to account.
This helps to explain why it has always been unclear to whom various

of these organs might be accountable. The preamble to the Charter, with
its opening phrase ‘‘We the peoples of the United Nations’’, focuses
attention on public accountability. However, the vast majority of UN af-

44 MICHAEL ROSS FOWLER



fairs are too remote for even reasonably well-informed citizens in soci-
eties with considerable access to media and scholarship to know or care
about, much less painstakingly evaluate. Indeed, if even fairly notable
Security Council decisions or General Assembly actions do not garner
much attention in the most highly developed countries, there is little
chance that the public in most of the Member States will rigorously ana-
lyse them, much less try somehow to act in response to them.46 In
any event, it may be futile to expect oversight and action from ‘‘We the
peoples’’ in the absence of clear benchmarks against which to measure
performance. And here the Charter also fails to provide guidance on the
proper standards to invoke when assessing the performance of any of
the various United Nations. Instead, usually, a multiplicity of possible
standards might be cited when particular parts of the Organization are
brought to account.

Just as in the early twentieth century Wesley Newcomb Hohfeld coun-
selled that, in sound legal philosophy, rights ought to be paired with cor-
relative duties,47 so one might have drafted an international agreement
founding a global international organization such that each power was
paired with a correlative accountability, including, perhaps, mention of
specific standards when appropriate. This, however, was not the manner
in which the founders chose to write the Charter.48 They did not really
spell out which different parts of the United Nations were to be brought
to account, or how. With a few notable exceptions, such as the General
Assembly supervising the work of the Trusteeship Council49 with respect
to non-strategic trust territories, accountability is not clearly designated
within the words of the UN Charter. Indeed, only a few Charter pro-
visions so much as use the term responsibility,50 and fewer still speak of
accountability.51

In the final analysis, however, I would argue that such drafting deci-
sions were not fatally defective since political pressures, rather than con-
stitutional processes, are more likely to shape most accountability issues
within a global international organization.52 Thus, with law being some-
what more limited guidance in matters of international accountability
than is customary when the accountability of the component parts of do-
mestic governments is analysed, scholars might better explore practice.
To date, the conduct of international politics has produced what account-
ability has been found within the various United Nations. While law cer-
tainly has a role to play with respect to criminal matters – one thinks, for
instance, of the application of principles of international criminal law to
UN agencies and personnel operating in strife-torn areas53 – in all prob-
ability it will be highly political processes, and not so much court cases,
much less constitutional changes, that will lie at the heart of future re-
forms to enhance accountability within international organizations.
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One might also note that the United Nations has long been plagued by
problems related to the political theory underlying the Organization. The
decentralized UN framework was true to that central tenet of classical
liberal political philosophy that government is more accountable to the
people and less subject to abuse if no individual and no single centre of
governmental authority holds ultimate sway. In the case of the United
Nations, however, rather than a clear-cut, carefully crafted separation of
powers, the Security Council, the General Assembly and the Interna-
tional Court of Justice were expected, with respect to various matters,
‘‘to determine the limits of their own jurisdiction’’.54 And yet the stand-
ard element of democratic governance in which the United Nations was
most lacking was the people’s ability to bring any of the different organs
to account through periodic popular elections.
In the normal functioning of a democracy, accountability for political

actions ultimately comes at periodic elections, when the voting public de-
cide whether to reward or punish past decisions, statements and policies.
In stark contrast, however, no feature of the United Nations is subject to
an electorate’s vote. Indeed, it is virtually unheard of for even domestic
elections to hinge on the actions that governments take at the United Na-
tions. Thus, while the ‘‘We the peoples of the United Nations’’ phrase is
often recited, a wide range of rash, intemperate or foolish decisions at
one of the various United Nations may be overlooked or disregarded
without any of the discipline provided by upcoming popular elections.

Imprecise standards and objectives

Focusing on standards provides yet another perspective on the account-
ability gap. In essence, certain United Nations are essentially bureau-
cratic administrations, while others are chiefly political bodies. However,
the standards that ought to be used in bringing this or that United Na-
tions to account are often quite unclear – indeed, they are exceedingly
murky with respect to the more politicized dimensions of the Organiza-
tion. Accountability can be a problem when clear standards are not dis-
cernible. Determining what constitutes success or failure when the
United Nations somehow acts, or fails to act, in response to situations of
violence, human rights abuse or lagging economic development can be
vexing, particularly when circumstances change swiftly, when the United
Nations is simply one of a significant number of actors or when full reso-
lution of a problem may be beyond human capabilities.
Furthermore, the United Nations at issue may be torn between differ-

ent, even conflicting, objectives, further clouding the issue of standards.
For example, when in 1967 President Gamel Abdel Nasser of Egypt for-
mally requested the withdrawal of the UN Emergency Force (UNEF)

46 MICHAEL ROSS FOWLER



from the Suez Canal area preliminary to the onset of the Six-Day War,
and when Secretary-General U Thant quickly complied, onlookers dif-
fered as to what vital responsibilities had been at issue, what standards
the UN actions ought to have been measured against and to whom
exactly the Secretary-General ought to have been accountable for his ac-
tions. Were the Charter provisions favouring peaceful resolution of dis-
putes most important? What about the views of the Member States that
were parties to the dispute, one of which preferred to try to change the
status quo? How about the Member States that had supplied the peace-
keeping troops? How much deference should have been paid to the orig-
inal theory of peacekeeping by which the UN force would be positioned
to give peace a chance only so long as the rival states both consented to
the peacekeepers’ presence?

When different responsibilities are at stake and accountability on a
given issue might be owed to multiple plausible oversight bodies, and
when those responsibilities clash and those bodies might apply different
standards to UN actions, the stage is set for political drama. But the
charges and counter-charges that are part and parcel of political debate
can further shake public faith in an organization’s accountability. The
lack of clear standards combined with the highly politicized nature of
the activities of each of the United Nations contributes to the exceptional
difficulties faced in definitively bringing the Organization to account.

The lack of a political tradition of accountability

In attempting to explain the accountability gap, one might also note that,
as a historical matter, the various United Nations have not yet developed
a strong political tradition of accountability. Within the umbrella United
Nations, with the exception of the development banks and especially the
World Bank,55 few institutions or proponents of action have had much
enthusiasm for critical evaluation of programmes after the fact. Useful
analyses aimed at determining whether a particular programme or oper-
ation represented a worthwhile expenditure have been especially
scarce.56

Again, this is both unfortunate and understandable. In social and eco-
nomic development projects it is common to have to correct course con-
stantly. One must revise and improvise management decisions to try
to meet changing contexts and adapt to local problems and needs and,
frequently, the increasing assertion of community input. All this creates
the challenge of evaluating a moving target. Wise and effective critical
analysis often seems quite difficult to carry out until considerable
time has passed. Yet by then attention has usually been diverted to a pro-
liferation of new issues, projects and policies. For these reasons, in the
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development field that is the focus of so much UN activity, too often the
inclination has been at least to postpone rigorous analytical evaluation.
Phrased more sympathetically, one might argue that the accountability

of the United Nations of the staff has become controversial in large part
because the Secretariat has so often exhausted itself in attempts to re-
spond to complicated problems, determine realistic objectives and then
find, craft and implement workable policies. Such forays aimed at pro-
gressing towards visions of a better world are themselves such enormous
undertakings that, until recent years, one could find scant evidence of
pressure from the Secretary-General, or even from the bulk of the Mem-
ber States, to devote energy and resources to anything but quite basic ac-
countability issues, such as whether approved projects were ever actually
carried out or were implemented without gross corruption or mismanage-
ment. More extensive, qualitative and nuanced critiques have not been as
common as they should have been.
The other factor that may merit mentioning is that the vast bulk of the

membership have paid such small annual dues in terms of a percentage of
the UN budget and, as Tadanori Inomata details in chapter 6, so many
UN activities now occur through extra-budgetary funding that the Mem-
ber States have rarely felt deeply that their own vital resources were
much at stake when the United Nations carried out its activities. Natu-
rally, one tends to be more cavalier about spending other people’s
money, particularly sums collected from a large group of others. In addi-
tion, I suspect that the UN tendency not to worry unduly about profligate
spending has been exacerbated by historical antagonisms between less-
developed and more-developed states related to ideological differences
and the legacies of colonialism and the Cold War. For some, perhaps,
the unspoken subtext has been that, if funds drawn largely from the first
world states were not always used wisely, the powerful were simply, in
some measure, thereby receiving their just desserts for years of mistreat-
ment of the less powerful. In this sense the UN budget structure and the
North–South split have also contributed to the lack of development of a
strong political tradition of accountability.

The shortcomings of UN reports

Apart from inadequate constitutional guidance, imprecise standards and
objectives and the absence of a political tradition of accountability, one
might point to the shortcomings of UN reports as contributing to the ac-
countability gap. Certainly, one window into the accountability that has
occurred within the United Nations involves reporting traditions and re-
quirements, both how they have been set up on paper and how they have
actually occurred. In a sense, for instance, the International Law Com-
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mission is accountable to the General Assembly since it reports to that
body. However, to presume that reports necessarily translate into effec-
tive accountability would be to misperceive, or at least to exaggerate,
their normal role and impact.

By the terms of the definition laid out above, mere reporting does not
ensure accountability. Reports may be partial, obscure or perfunctory.57
For an organization to be properly brought to account, any report must
also be critically appraised, an evaluation duly communicated and then
action taken to correct shortcomings. Since those latter stages have not
always been efficiently and effectively carried out, reporting requirements
alone have never ensured control of, or even corrections to, policies and
other decisions made within the United Nations. And this has been a
problem of longstanding duration.

Consider, for instance, the example of the trusteeship system, which
can be viewed, along with the League of Nations mandate scheme that
preceded it, as an early effort to instil international accountability in the
transitional stage between colonialism and full-fledged sovereignty.58
While the trustees were obligated to report to the Trusteeship Council
on developments in non-strategic trust territories, and while the Council
could investigate and even inspect conditions in those territories, it had
‘‘no power to enforce its policies, or to compel recalcitrant administering
authorities to comply with its regulations’’.59 Thus the founders’ hope
that the Trusteeship Council might become an effective watchdog col-
lided with the difficulties that the United Nations experienced in holding
the trustees accountable for their actions, particularly during the bitter
ideological disputes of the Cold War.60

Beyond this, one might also note that uniformity of reporting across
the UN system has never taken root. Supervising entities have not consis-
tently mandated the form and content of reports,61 much less the manner
in which evaluation will occur and be communicated. Since terminating
employment is a difficult and thankless process, and since budgetary con-
trol is often attenuated, the practical ability of the body that receives the
report to compel changes in behaviour has often been quite curtailed.
Furthermore, representatives of the Member States rarely feel themselves
to be in a strong position to exert pressure on UN entities to discipline
their personnel. Not surprisingly, then, reports do not seem to have
been notably effective in moulding future actions.

The lack of well-defined and effective hierarchies

One source of continuing difficulty has been that, within this large and
complex organization comprising so many competing as well as cooperat-
ing units of a multitude of sizes and shapes, a single pyramidal hierarchy
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fails to exist. This plainly has important consequences for bringing the
Organization to account. We have defined accountability in terms of a
supervising authority critiquing the efforts of a subordinate body, yet
frequently the chain of command within the United Nations is uncer-
tain or blurred, or theoretically present but practically absent. When a
Secretary-General presents a plan to reform the bureaucracy and is
greeted by an overwhelming vote of no confidence by the UN staff union,
as occurred under Kofi Annan’s tenure,62 the normal top-down rules of
bureaucratic order and discipline appear to have faced a challenge, to
say the least.
Another factor to consider involves organizational hierarchies. Among

the different United Nations, it is difficult to discern the orderly hierar-
chies that people are accustomed to seeing in other complicated human
endeavours, from universities to business corporations, from military
forces to government agencies. The presumption, then, is that organiza-
tions without clearly defined hierarchies also lack accountability. Such a
theory is buttressed by such events as the 1994 genocide in Rwanda in
which a later UN independent inquiry singled out the Secretary-General,
the Secretariat, the Security Council, the UN Assistance Mission for
Rwanda (UNAMIR) and the broader membership of the Organization
for contributing to the failure of the UN system as a whole.63 Events in
Rwanda and the subsequent efforts to avoid blame underscore the lack of
a single clear hierarchy at the United Nations.
Not only is it often unclear to whom accountability is owed, but gov-

ernments often perceive political ramifications in even potential hierar-
chies. Hence these become the subject of political battles, which do not
necessarily result in definitive winners but instead become ongoing polit-
ical struggles.64 In this sense what has been termed the ‘‘administrative
jungle’’65 of the United Nations differs markedly from the governments
of states and, even more so, from the organizational structures of such
business entities as corporations – fields of endeavour in which account-
ability within the Organization, while periodically lacking, is nonetheless
more evident than one finds within most international organizations.66
Compare, for instance, the role of the UN Secretary-General to that

of a prime minister, a university president or a corporate chief executive
officer. It is true that, as a matter of principle, the UN Charter contem-
plates the Secretary-General, as the organization’s chief administrative
officer, implementing policies established by the Security Council
and General Assembly.67 And yet this vision has collided with the view,
held by many and not simply the occupants of the office, that the UN
Secretary-General should be an international statesman, the embodiment
of the UN Organization in the eyes of the world, and not simply an ad-
ministrator carrying out whatever initiatives the legislative organs place
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before him. As a result, in practice the Secretary-General has, and is fully
expected to have, his own agenda, and he and the Secretariat have com-
plex relationships with the General Assembly and the Security Council,
with each entity influencing, or attempting to influence, the other. Here,
the push and pull of international politics frequently trumps any top-
down chain of command.

Furthermore, as a legal matter, the Secretary-General enjoys privileges
and immunities similar to those accorded to diplomats.68 And yet even
the leading national diplomat, a foreign minister or secretary of state, re-
mains subject not simply to a president or prime minister, but to the juris-
diction of national courts for actions that contravene the constitution
or other illegal misdeeds. In the case of a Secretary-General, however,
international courts would rarely have and exercise jurisdiction, and na-
tional prosecutors and courts would be likely to hesitate to pursue and
exert jurisdiction over the epitome of an international diplomat. Just as
the legal constraints on the Secretary-General in conducting daily busi-
ness are uncertain, so there is no procedure laid out in the Charter to re-
move the Secretary-General from office. The Charter simply observes
that the Secretary-General is ‘‘responsible only to the Organization’’,
whatever exactly that phrase might mean, and the only Charter provision
that clearly relates to the Secretary-General’s accountability is the man-
date that he report annually to the General Assembly.69 The Charter
is thus conspicuously silent on the issue of how exactly the Secretary-
General might be brought to account.

Since constitutional provisions tend to be imperfectly correlated with
real-life development,70 it is certainly important to focus attention on
practices as well as legal provisions. But here we find that there is no
very revealing historical record of how Secretaries-General have been
effectively brought to account. It is true that representatives of the state-
centric United Nations have felt obliged, on occasion, to remind the
Secretary-General and the Secretariat that the United Nations ought not
to be a free-wheeling free agent in international politics, but instead
ought to be accountable to the Member States that created it and con-
tinue to contribute its funding, employees and at least a degree of
policy-making guidance.71 And in that spirit various Member States have
attempted to exert some discipline over Secretaries-General, including,
for instance, Trygve Lie72 and Dag Hammarskjöld73 in the first decades
of the Organization. However, even the permanent members have not
always been so satisfied that their efforts to rein in Secretaries-General
have succeeded as thoroughly and expeditiously as they would have
liked. Indeed, what might be viewed as the ultimate sanction employed
to date – denying the Secretary-General the expected second term in
office – has been used on only a single, now often-criticized, occasion.74
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As for the Secretary-General’s annual reports, not only have these
more regularly extolled UN achievements than illuminated its shortcom-
ings, but various Secretaries-General have used them to lecture recalci-
trant Member States on the obligations of membership75 and chastise
those that seemed to have fallen short of their responsibilities.76 Thus
we see the United Nations of the Secretariat occasionally accusing that
of the Member States of failing to carry out its duties, just as the reverse
has occurred. And yet, other than his ‘‘bully pulpit’’,77 such as it is, the
Secretary-General has few means for holding the Member States at all
accountable.
Nor do the Member States have a better record of regularly and effec-

tively bringing each other to account in the United Nations than they do
in other intergovernmental organizations. Thus Member States that fail
to heed Security Council resolutions, do not live up to day-to-day respon-
sibilities, including the payment of dues (notwithstanding article 19,78
which does not always serve as an adequate disincentive), or otherwise
act contrary to their responsibilities as UN members may not be effec-
tively brought to account. As Anne-Marie Slaughter observed, ‘‘repre-
sentatives of different countries are reluctant actually to censure one
another. Examples of this phenomenon in international institutions are
legion; it is precisely the reason that it is so hard to mobilize an interna-
tional institution to condemn a member’s actions. Principles of sovereign
respect, live and let live, and reciprocity, meaning fear of retaliation, all
militate against censure and sanction.’’79 Plainly, no orderly, accepted hi-
erarchy exists within the United Nations of the Member States.
As for the accountability of the United Nations of the Secretariat to the

Member States, in practical terms what can it mean for a staff overseeing
an extensive and far-flung bureaucracy to be accountable to nearly 200
supervisors? Adding further complexity is the fact that while these over-
seers are theoretically equal, they are, in fact, highly unequal on the var-
ious practical scales that determine a state’s influence in international
relations. As these nominal supervisors proliferate, especially when they
are themselves deeply engaged in the multiple games of multilateral pol-
itics, those being supervised may be able to skirt being brought to ac-
count or at least pick and choose among directives and assessments.
Similarly, the practical control of the Secretary-General over the Or-

ganization, indeed even over the Secretariat, may be easily exaggerated,
particularly for the many activities that do not occupy his immediate at-
tention, or that of his closest aides. How can the Secretary-General, amid
the variegated and often frenetic activities of his office, bring to account a
bureaucracy that has grown by leaps and bounds over time and that is
stationed around the world undertaking a bewildering variety of projects
and programmes? Complexity, which has been termed ‘‘the enemy of ac-
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countability’’,80 can be a highly effective tool in the hands of independent-
minded civil servants.81 Items may be buried in a budget or a lengthy
report, yet then be used as an important precedent for future activity. In
such ways is independence fostered and accountability weakened.

The extent of the Secretariat’s de facto freedom from the Secretary-
General’s control might better be viewed as a perennial thorny issue,
sprouting up periodically in different guises. For instance, the initial,
rather idealistic, view of the UN Secretariat was that it would function in-
dependent from the national governments providing the staff members.82
A disinterested international civil service was envisioned, accountable to
the Secretary-General alone. Although one after another of the early
holders of the office publicly endorsed these ideas – some, like Dag Ham-
marskjöld, with great vigour – various Member States challenged their ap-
plication in practice. Indeed, each of the superpowers did so during the
Cold War.83 While it may thus be convenient to picture the Secretary-
General perched atop the Secretariat, for historical and institutional rea-
sons the actual control of the Secretary-General over the organization’s
staff has long been both variable and uncertain. The day-to-day influence
that any Secretary-General exerts under most circumstances might best
be characterized as more theoretical than real. And yet, if the Secretariat
is not sufficiently accountable to the Member States or to the Secretary-
General, to whom is it accountable?

For its part, significant accountability issues have dogged the Security
Council as well, in terms of both its action and its inaction. These, in
turn, have raised serious questions about the legitimacy of its resolutions
and, more broadly still, of its role in the UN system. This has been partic-
ularly troublesome both in those periods when the Council has chosen not
to act in any decisive manner, whether in the Balkans, Rwanda, Iraq or
Darfur, and when it has seemed to be in an activist mode, such as the re-
cent phase in which it greatly extended the organization’s peacekeeping
endeavours.84 Here one might note that countries that are absent from
the Security Council and yet supply peacekeepers have not traditionally
exerted much effective influence over how their soldiers were used, the
rules of engagement or even the decision to modify the mission in mid-
stream.85 How and to whom the Security Council might be brought to ac-
count, to answer charges of malfeasance and non-feasance, have been
unclear, contributing to a lack of confidence in its decisions and its role
in international politics.

Indeed, with respect to this crisis-oriented executive United Nations,
thoughts of reforms to enhance accountability immediately collide
with weighty aspects of Security Council structure and procedures. In
particular, the veto might be viewed as the founders’ recognition that
in sensitive security matters the great powers might be coaxed into a
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collective-action framework only if an escape valve, one that could be
utilized whenever national interests so dictated, tempered international
responsibilities.86 The founders reconciled themselves to the fact that
the permanent members would frequently act in matters of war and
peace with an eye cocked to their own foreign policies, domestic con-
stituencies and conceptions of national interests. In order to promote
a serious role for the United Nations in global security matters, they
felt obliged to create an institution that included an unfortunately rigid,
artificial and self-perpetuating power structure. Despite the obvious fact
that relative military capabilities are a fluid element in international poli-
tics, five designated states were specially privileged on the basis of per-
ceptions of national power in 1945. Furthermore, each gained the
ability to veto any effort by other Member States to alter the existing
arrangement.87
The founders’ decision to structure the Security Council in this way –

while in my view a realistic and essential one at that time – clouds the ac-
countability of the crisis-oriented United Nations since the permanent
members have the capacity to veto matters viewed as incompatible with
their national interests. The Security Council can thus be brought to ac-
count for its behaviour, if at all, only via rhetorical condemnation. To
date the only realistic, though limited, manner to bring to account the
executive United Nations (and, on occasion, the plenary United Nations
as well) has been via collective legitimization88 – that is, ‘‘politically sig-
nificant approval and disapproval of the claims, policies, and actions of
states’’.89
Thus one of the United Nations sometimes brings another to account

in some manner by resorting to political, and often rhetorical, measures.
Indeed, not only diplomatic activity by Member States but reactions by
influential NGOs, broadly publicized polls and other readings of public
opinion and pronouncements by national politicians and within influen-
tial media outlets can operate to clothe a particular action with legitimacy
or to strip legitimacy from it. This process of collective legitimization,
however, does not always proceed in obvious or clearly visible ways. It
can encompass matters of tradition as well as of law, and it is regularly
obscured by complexities of national and international political culture.
If power is conceived in terms of the ability to influence others, legiti-
macy is an asset for political actions and a form of power. If something
becomes widely viewed internationally as illegitimate, this in turn can
create problems for any state, including a permanent member.90 As a
consequence, collective legitimization within the United Nations, while a
slow process,91 is one neither wholly satisfactory nor wholly insignificant
way in which political bodies are brought to account. And given the fact
that sweeping changes in the UN Charter are highly unlikely to occur,
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perhaps such political processes, aimed at labelling actions by a compo-
nent part of the United Nations as legitimate or illegitimate, are the
most appropriate medicine for this particular political body.

Turning next to what I have been calling the umbrella United Nations,
let me now suggest that a somewhat more precise metaphor might pic-
ture the UN system as something like a large metropolitan area.92 Down-
town would be comprised of the six principle article 7 organs.93 Within
the city limits one also finds an array of organizational ‘‘bits and pieces’’
created by the central organs. Further out, in the suburbs if you will, are
the specialized agencies. Distinct in many respects yet related in others,
these might be likened to independent townships. They cluster about the
nearby city, and in certain respects are deeply affected by it, yet they op-
erate under their own charters and with their own administrations and
governing bodies.

For purposes of accountability, the cardinal point is that the UN found-
ers consciously limited the accountability of the outlying units to the cen-
tral city. Various of the agencies actually pre-date establishment of the
United Nations, contributing to a historic independence. And they are
related to the United Nations by treaties, by no means of identical con-
tent. Moreover, each of the specialized agencies has its own constitu-
tion. The typical approach of the agencies is thus to undertake activities
while looking first to their own charters and longstanding administrative
practices, and only secondarily to such ‘‘downtown authorities’’ as the
Secretary-General or the General Assembly. Article 17(3) of the UN
Charter calls on the General Assembly to examine the administrative
budgets of the specialized agencies, but only with a view to making
recommendations to them.94 Under these circumstances they may, but
are not compelled to, take advantage of the efforts of the Secretariat or
Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) to coordinate their activities
and enhance cooperation with what is going on elsewhere in the metro-
politan area.95 As for the Secretary-General, while he may be the head
of all UN agencies in a symbolic sense, and does, for instance, chair the
semi-annual meetings of the heads of specialized agencies, his authority,
de jure and de facto, is limited. Thus, once again, a tight, orderly and
effective hierarchy is not readily apparent. Conducting reviews and offer-
ing recommendations fail to comprise a recipe for adequate accountabil-
ity, at least as I have defined it above.

In international organization circles, if one side of the coin is charges of
lack of accountability, the flip side is charges of undue pressure. From the
start, the specialized agencies were purposefully granted considerable ad-
ministrative discretion, not only to encourage creative innovation but to
prevent Member States, perhaps envisioned as routinely implementing
their own narrow and selfish foreign policies, from constantly pressuring
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them.96 Those who founded the specialized agencies tried to ensure con-
siderable independence of action for their chief executives. The central
motivation was to protect them from improper influence by governments
that international society could not easily hold to account. Thus long-
time independence in policy-making and policy implementation, en-
trenched via constitutions, treaties and practices, has been and will
continue to be exceedingly difficult to scale back in order to enhance ac-
countability within the umbrella United Nations.

The shortcomings of further ‘‘democratization’’

Some observers have presumed that inadequate accountability is a conse-
quence of the lack of democratic decision-making in the United Nations,
and that enhanced democratization of the policy-making process would
be a promising route to increased accountability. While the lack of any
periodic elections has contributed to the accountability gap, I see this as
inherent in the essential nature of an organization created by and for
states, one aimed chiefly at helping governments to cooperate to achieve
their international objectives. Particularly since the United Nations was
not conceived as a path towards world government, nor has it evolved in
that direction, I am sceptical that democratic reforms, in the sense of hav-
ing the votes of all the states determine more matters or in the sense of
having the general public determine policy issues, are the answer to the
problems identified above.97
In addition, given widely divergent views of democracy within the

Member States, I doubt whether forming a consensus would be possible
on what the concept of democratization might entail in this context. At
times, ‘‘democratizing the United Nations system’’ has been used as a
kind of shorthand for reforming Security Council operations, and, in par-
ticular, changing the composition or role of the permanent members.98
However, this is not a necessary use or interpretation of the phrase.
Should diplomats from a wide range of states advocate enhancing demo-
cratic policy-making processes within the United Nations, it is not at all
clear that they share the same views as to just what democratization
might entail.
As a matter of political philosophy, democracy can be thought of, nar-

rowly, in terms of the types of political selection processes used. Or it can
be conceived much more broadly, in terms of a political culture that is
conducive to decision-making by an informed populace that is given a
choice between political programmes and in which most adult citizens,
in fact, exercise a widespread right to vote. To some, democracy connotes
broadly distributed, rather than centralized, political power. To others, it
suggests that powers are separated among different branches of govern-
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ment. Some people focus upon whether a legitimate, competitive choice
exists among political contenders competing on a level playing field, for
instance, sharing reasonably equal access to the media and the voting
population. And still others concentrate upon the ends of politics. A truly
democratic system promotes certain outcomes, such as liberty, equality
and freedom. The divergent meanings and connotations of democracy
suggest how difficult the task would be to arrive at a consensus among
the nearly 200 UN Member States.

Democracy is also a word with considerable positive rhetorical power
that many regimes have wanted to coopt, or draw on, in order to aug-
ment their own legitimacy. In the United Nations of the General Assem-
bly, for instance, a vast spectrum of states, ranging from Costa Rica to
the United States, Japan, Singapore, Mexico, Laos, Yemen, Cuba and
North Korea, have claimed to govern themselves by democratic princi-
ples, variously defined. The fact that some have much stronger claims
to democratic governance than others has not stopped a wide range
of states from attempting to associate their regimes with the term dem-
ocracy. What has been termed ‘‘the democratic pretensions of un-
democratic regimes’’99 further underscores the elasticity of notions of
democracy in modern political discourse.

In terms of policy, if ‘‘democracy’’ is reduced to the bare essential of
decision-making by voting processes, what might be truly democratic, in
the sense of better responding to the desires of ‘‘we the peoples of the
United Nations’’, would be to institute weighted voting within various
UN organs using the standard of the size of the population of each Mem-
ber State.100 One need hardly hasten to add that this would be a most
unpopular suggestion. With the possible exception of the governments
of such immense developing states as China, India and Brazil, which
would gain tremendous influence in such a reformed voting arrangement,
such a ‘‘democratization’’ proposal would inflame the vast bulk of an
organization in which large numbers of small and micro states view the
principle of sovereign equality as key to their exercise of some influence
on international affairs. Nevertheless, this whimsical example may illus-
trate that, just as accountability can suggest quite different things to dif-
ferent people at different times, so the same is true of democratization.

It might also be observed that, in terms of past practice within the
United Nations, calls for further democratization have often been associ-
ated with initiatives aimed at increasing representation within various
units and subunits. However, the question immediately arises: which
Member States will be invited to join a particular unit in the bid to en-
hance representation? The path of least resistance here is simply to allo-
cate seats by blocs, and yet it is difficult to see how exactly bloc politics of
this sort fulfils democratic principles.
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In any event, any realistic proposal to democratize the United Nations
strongly implies the involvement of more decision-makers, or at least
more influences upon decision-makers. And yet whether this is a natural
route to better accountability is highly questionable. Only exceedingly
rarely do the members of a large global organization speak in one voice.
I am sceptical that adding multitudes of more and less conflicting voices
to those who now conceive or implement policies will improve the effi-
ciency of the policy-making process or its final product. The same might
be said of subjecting administration to constant or even periodic votes.
Too many cooks might indeed further ‘‘spoil the broth’’. Nor is it im-
mediately obvious that policy becomes wiser and more effective the
more heads are involved in devising or implementing it.101 To date, the
greatest number of voices have typically been raised within the plenary
United Nations, and yet the General Assembly has never been known
as a strong proponent of organizational reform. Indeed, to the con-
trary, it has more often tried to block proposed changes in administrative
practices.102
In the light of such experiences, what seems quite likely is that the

more voices are added, the greater is the potential for gridlock or
for bodies taking only those actions to which no one objects – a lowest-
common-denominator approach to policy-making. And so, rather than
countering the shortcomings of the United Nations, reforms of this sort
might well exacerbate them. As Inis Claude has written, ‘‘A massively
multilateral body is likely to be plagued by mountainous immobility; its
tendency is to be cumbersome, indecisive, and dithering.’’103 Democra-
tization can be expected to add more mass to an organization whose ad-
ministration is already criticized for being flat-footed, if not immovable,
with respect to various issues of international politics.
Furthermore, a potential disjunction looms when one suggests that the

policy-making process be democratized, but when most reasonable ob-
servers would conclude that a sizeable percentage of the states that be-
long to the United Nations are not themselves democracies.104 What the
government of a Member State might press for and what the people
ruled by that government may want, if adequately informed, might be ex-
pected to diverge sharply the less democratic is the regime. Thus if there
is a marked democracy deficit within the states that make up the mem-
bership, moving to majority-rule voting procedures in more aspects of
UN activities is not such a logical path to becoming more accountable to
‘‘we the peoples of the United Nations’’.
Some have suggested that non-governmental organizations might be

used in some capacity to help to reflect the will of the people in non-
democratic states. It is true that various international organizations, both
non-governmental and intergovernmental, have served the function of
monitoring ‘‘state behavior, producing credible neutral information nec-
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essary for effective enforcement’’.105 However, not only can it be difficult
to determine which NGOs to include and which to exclude, but NGOs
have their own problems of accountability that cannot be lightly dis-
missed. What precisely are their responsibilities? To whom must they
report? And how are their performances critically evaluated? The
enhanced participation of NGOs may well be able to assist in closing the
accountability gap to some extent, yet it is neither a panacea nor a syn-
onym for ‘‘democratization’’.

Finally, it might be observed that the states making up the majority
viewpoint on particular issues often feel that the Organization should act
in accordance with their wishes. As the UN membership roster added
scores of newly independent third world states during the lengthy process
of decolonization, the agenda of this new majority emphasized economic
development, and it vastly increased UN activities in that field.106 These
proponents and beneficiaries of UN programmes, however, have not usu-
ally been the voices advocating that the Organization be strictly account-
able.107 Instead of attention to accountability coming from these
advocates for more UN action, those states that provide most of the re-
sources for UN operations have most frequently sounded the account-
ability theme.

Virtually all intergovernmental organizations are constrained by the
practical political reality that certain states control the most important fi-
nancial contributions and thus exercise a disproportionate influence on
many issues, including leadership appointments.108 Ultimately, disgrun-
tled states can withdraw their support from projects, programmes, partic-
ular personnel or even from the Organization as a whole. In the United
Nations those states that pay the largest budget assessments,109 as well as
the many contributions other than annual dues,110 have been able to cap-
italize on this leverage.111 Thus, naturally enough, these resource pro-
viders have promoted accountability, but accountability in the particular
sense of the Organization becoming more accountable to them.

For purposes of conceiving of possible reforms to enhance accountabil-
ity, the cardinal point is that if democratization were to dilute the voices
of the resource-providing states, it might very well not serve to enhance
accountability within the Organization. Rather, it might hinder it. For all
these reasons, the merits of promoting democratization as the answer to
accountability problems seem quite debatable.

Conclusion

‘‘In human affairs,’’ it has been said, ‘‘the solution of old problems has an
unfortunate way of creating new ones or exacerbating dormant ones.’’112
So it has been with problems related to accountability. Some will find it
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ironic that during the First World War various concerned onlookers felt
that extensive secret diplomacy had kept governments from being ac-
countable to their peoples, and the hope was that more open diplomacy
within a global international organization might help to keep the peace
through better accountability; whereas today concerned onlookers ques-
tion whether our global international organization is at all publicly ac-
countable as it embarks upon its huge array of international activities.
Certainly, more than six decades after the founding of the Organization,
there remains exceedingly important work to be done in the accountabil-
ity field.
What brings urgency to the task is the fact that we are contending with

a situation that is so unsatisfactory in many respects. Both legal provi-
sions and historical traditions relating to accountability are sorely lack-
ing. The independence of decision-makers is hard to dislodge, even in
much less enterprising political organizations. Within the United Nations,
with its veto-wielding permanent members, autonomous directors of
specialized agencies and independent-minded civil servants intent on
running their own projects and programmes, it is extraordinarily chal-
lenging. While it would be, as a practical matter, impossible to reform a
sprawling political organization like the United Nations such that its mul-
tiple competing power centres were transformed into a tight top-down
chain of command, we might also acknowledge that the closer we
approach everyone being marginally or peripherally accountable to
everyone, the more likely it is that no one will be very accountable at
all. In conclusion, let me advance a handful of suggestions concerning
how accountability might be enhanced.
Given the myriad UN activities, the decentralized nature of the UN

system and the lack of any direct connection between so many of them
and so many people around the world, public opinion is too unfocused
and too difficult to read to bring the United Nations effectively to ac-
count. Nevertheless, various United Nations could take steps to become
more accountable to public opinion – national and international but es-
pecially local opinions. How might UN actions be made most relevant
and most useful to local communities? How might the United Nations
then be made answerable to localities affected by its actions and pro-
grammes? I would suggest that this be termed popular accountability to
distinguish it from democratic accountability. And here the international
development banks have made strides forward, as detailed in part IV of
this book, and the United Nations would do well to learn from their ex-
amples. For instance, the European Union’s principle of subsidiarity
might provide guidance; that is, the ‘‘principle of locating governance at
the lowest possible level – that closest to individuals and groups affected
by the rules and decisions adopted and enforced’’.113
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Apart from the useful ideas and best practices found in other organiza-
tions, one plain conclusion can be distilled from the specific UN experi-
ence, which, I have argued, features a lack of constitutional guidance,
imprecision of standards and objectives, lack of a political tradition of ac-
countability, shortcomings of reports and a lack of orderly and effective
hierarchies among the different United Nations. In practice, accountabil-
ity within the UN system has more often been absent, or sporadic and ep-
isodic, than systematic. Rather than a tidy, carefully planned, systematic
and legalistic approach, the push and pull of international politics, as con-
cerns discrete issues, has usually determined the extent to which particu-
lar parts of the United Nations were – or more frequently were not –
brought to account. To my mind, this suggests that the most promising
avenues of reform will be sensitive to and indeed will capitalize upon
the existing UN political processes, searching for ways to improve, en-
hance and sharpen an accountability focus within UN politics. One might
think of reform of the executive United Nations in terms of further devel-
oping, or better sharpening, already existing collective legitimization pro-
cesses. For instance, if the accountability of the Security Council might
be enhanced through collective legitimization (or one might coin the
more precise phrase ‘‘collective delegitimization’’), then reforms to
make Security Council deliberations more transparent would be very
much in order.114

My next suggestion would be that, given the nature of UN activities,
accountability deemed satisfactory by the public must include managerial
and political dimensions. Increasing the effectiveness of reporting within
the United Nations – particularly enhancing the visibility and conse-
quences of those reports – is an area in which further progress might be
made. And to bring properly to account individual UN staff members,
poor performance, serious errors in judgement and irresponsible behav-
iour of various stripes must be followed by the credible prospect of non-
promotion, reprimand, disgrace or firing.115 And yet this is far easier said
than done since, apart from the most egregious cases, setting and then
adhering to high standards without bias and arbitrariness infecting the
process can be difficult to implement,116 especially in a highly political
organization like the United Nations. Nevertheless, additional efforts to
delineate standards, hold UN employees to them and penalize those
who fall short are a vitally necessary dimension of improving managerial
accountability.

At the same time, enhancing accountability at the United Nations
ought not simply be thought of as a matter of filing promised reports in
timely fashion, tracking trails of paper through the administrative laby-
rinth, identifying the presence or absence of pertinent regulations or ad-
ministrative processes, or hiring competent bookkeepers who abide by
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proper accounting practices. Important as these matters are for satisfac-
tory managerial accountability, to renew public faith in the Organization
they must go hand in hand with improved political accountability. And
yet political accountability of the Organization – perhaps most strikingly
the ability to influence the United Nations to change course, to rein it in
or to urge it towards different tasks – has long appeared to be lacking, or
at least to occur in indirect, uncertain and hazy half-measures.
I would also suggest that, just as more can be done, more transpar-

ently, to improve UN accountability in ways that are publicly recogniz-
able, so more can be done behind the scenes as well. In the light of the
positive record of government networks in inculcating professional norms
in their members and using social pressures and incentives to induce
compliance with network norms, even occasionally sanctioning those
caught violating those norms,117 the accountability of individual UN em-
ployees might be enhanced if they were participating in networks of like
officials from other parts of the United Nations as well as from other in-
ternational organizations that perform similar functions or try to solve
similar problems. In this way even the decentralized and disaggregated
nature of the United Nations might be put towards a positive end.
Perhaps most important, I would urge that attention be paid to the def-

inition of accountability laid out at the beginning of this chapter. In gen-
eral terms the United Nations is insufficiently accountable since only
some, but not all, of the essential steps of being properly brought to ac-
count are being satisfactorily completed. In particular, even when one of
the United Nations does attempt to demonstrate its responsible behav-
iour, it is not clear that any superior body is carefully assessing what has
occurred and communicating a comprehensible critique, much less that
the evaluation is conscientiously absorbed and acted upon. Hence, one
route to enhanced accountability is for each of the different United Na-
tions to study which of the aspects of being properly brought to account
are being duly fulfilled and which are falling short of expectations. Tail-
ored reforms may then be focused on problem areas.
As part of this effort more attention might be paid to how the different

United Nations might become more accountable to one another, and how
such enhanced accountability might be effectively publicized. How does
one create a system of accountability within a huge organization that, his-
torically, has been emphatically non-hierarchical? First, this key question
of who should be accountable to whom under what circumstances needs
to be further explored with respect to each of the United Nations. I
would also suggest not only that much work needs to be done in defining
duties, clarifying hierarchies and mandating adequate accounting to
appropriate bodies, but that a new emphasis ought to be placed on
the results of evaluations being communicated to the entity being eval-
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uated, which should then be expected to demonstrate how the assess-
ment was acted upon in a productive manner. When each of these
steps is understood to be part of the organization’s regular administrative
processes, duly carried out in a timely and conscientious manner, the
public is much more likely to view the Organization as satisfactorily
accountable.

It is important both for UN accountability to be enhanced and then for
accurate public perceptions to be fostered. The Secretary-General and
others ought to redouble the current effort to articulate clearly the prior-
ity placed on improving accountability – the specific measures that have
been taken, the ongoing problems, the matters still to be accomplished
and the plans for future reforms. Alongside broad proposals and initia-
tives, particular tangible problems ought to be identified and addressed.
For instance, given the privileges and immunities accorded not simply to
the Secretary-General but to many serving the United Nations, if UN
staff abuse their power, by what means and to whom should they be ac-
countable? While the answers may not be simple, this nonetheless strikes
me as the type of manageable problem that contributes to the account-
ability gap and that intelligent people ought to be able to attend to and
make progress towards resolving.

Despite the various formidable obstacles noted above, the subject with
which we are contending is vitally important. As one critic noted of the
United Nations: ‘‘organizations that are unaccountable finish up by being
irresponsible if not corrupt, unresponsive to opportunities, and unintelli-
gible to the public’’.118 Accountability issues are closely related to per-
ceptions of UN efficiency and effectiveness. And perceptions are an
important aspect of the issue of whether the United Nations, variously
defined, will receive the resources and be assigned the tasks that will
place it somewhere at the centre of international relations in the twenty-
first century, rather than off on the sidelines. Hence improving account-
ability, a subject too long neglected by scholars, politicians and UN
officials alike, is a vital step towards creating a more vibrant future
United Nations.
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Conceptual analysis of
accountability: The structure of
accountability in the process of
responsibility

Hirohide Takikawa

The concept of accountability

Why accountability?

The former UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan once reported that ‘‘we
need new mechanisms to ensure accountability. Where there is account-
ability we will progress; where there is none we will underperform.’’ In
order to strengthen the United Nations, ‘‘we must continue to improve
the transparency and accountability of the Secretariat’’.1 The United Na-
tions is now under the pressure of accountability.

In general, we live in an age of accountability. Public demand for ac-
countability has been increasing in many areas. Indeed, the insistence
upon accountability can consume considerable time, money and effort.
Processes of accountability are usually exhausting and burdensome. Mak-
ing reports on activities often calls for more energy than the activities
themselves. Preparing and giving elaborate answers to questions usually
require much effort and sensitivity. The quest for greater accountability
sometimes obstructs the proper aims of professional practice.2 The ques-
tion then arises: why do we believe that accountability is so important?

The justification for accountability lies in three values: compliance,
efficiency and legitimacy. First, accountability mechanisms may ensure
that those exercising power comply with authorized rules, guarding
against the abuse of power. The process of giving an account can check
the activities and decisions of those in power. More importantly, merely

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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anticipating giving an account can help prevent the abuse of power.3 To
prevent the abuse of power is the ultimate goal of accountability arrange-
ments.4
Secondly, accountability mechanisms may improve the quality of per-

formance by requiring agents to justify their actions. By improving the
flow and the quality of information, accountability can ‘‘make an impor-
tant contribution to the efficient conduct of government’’.5
Thirdly, accountability mechanisms may enhance the legitimacy of de-

cisions. The legitimacy of institutions can rely on tradition, symbols or le-
gality. Decision-making through procedures that ensure accountability
may acquire legitimacy based on legality. Accountability as procedural
justice may reasonably be expected to yield the right results. Further-
more, giving an account of one’s activities can promote legitimacy by as-
signing reasons to actions. Organizations without accountability can
become corrupted and then lose legitimacy.

An elusive idea

Accountability is important, but its definition is elusive and often a
source of controversy. Many attempts have been made to elucidate the
concept of accountability by compiling a catalogue of adjectives that
may modify ‘‘accountability’’. The catalogue includes managerial, demo-
cratic, horizontal/vertical, financial, internal/external, formal/informal,
political, legal, professional, bureaucratic, military, societal and moral. In
an era of accountability, the list continues to become only longer and less
clear.
The goal here is not to add other items to this already long list, but to

analyse the concept of accountability. The lexicon of accountability in-
cludes such terms as responsibility, liability, sanction, answerability,
transparency and obligation. This conceptual analysis of accountability
helps to clarify the relations between accountability and the affiliated
terms.
Before we proceed to a conceptual analysis of accountability, three

brief remarks on terminology should be made: the distinction between
the word and the concept; a definition of accountability; and the relation-
ship between responsibility and accountability.

Word and concept

Accountability is an English word. Many other languages (French, Span-
ish, Chinese, Italian, Japanese, etc.) have no synonym for the word.6 This
does not mean, however, that the concept of accountability has no sig-
nificance in non-English-speaking countries or in international organ-
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izations. Rather, non-English-speaking people need to use the term ‘‘ac-
countability’’ when they talk about many types of governance, though
they often have difficulty translating ‘‘accountability’’ into their language.
Accountability has been becoming an indispensable word for anyone
concerned with governance. As Carol Harlow observed, ‘‘The new
approach, which prioritizes ‘good governance’, inevitably places account-
ability high on the list of governance values.’’7

The fact that accountability is an English word does not diminish its
global significance. It is important to notice, however, that the word and
the concept differ. Different words can indicate the same concept, and
one word can indicate multiple concepts. The concept of accountability
may have the proper sense even in those languages that have no word
equivalent to accountability. We must simply elucidate and analyse the
concept.

Definition

We can find the core notion of accountability in any English dictionary.
Many dictionaries agree upon the definition of accountability (Oxford
Dictionary of English, Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English,
Merriam Webster Online Dictionary, Cambridge Advanced Learner’s
Dictionary, Collins COBUILD, etc.). To be accountable is to be required
to explain and justify one’s actions. Hence, we can define the term as
follows:

Accountability is the obligation to explain and justify one’s actions to others.

This is the core concept of accountability, from which many other
meanings are derived. This chapter takes this dictionary definition as a
starting point for analysing the concept of accountability.

Responsibility and accountability

The term ‘‘accountability’’ is increasingly being used in place of the term
‘‘responsibility’’. Richard Mulgan reports that while accountability was
once seen as the external aspect of the broader concept of responsibility,
responsibility is now taken as the internal aspect of the broader concept
of accountability.8 There seems to be no definite and invariable usage of
the two terms; dictionaries often list the words as synonyms of each
other, and usage seems to reflect just this trend. It would not be fruit-
ful, therefore, to elaborate and articulate definitions of accountability
and responsibility to discern a few slight differences between them.
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Some claim that we should distinguish between accountability and re-
sponsibility because ‘‘the difference between accountability and responsi-
bility is culpability’’.9 It might then seem that accountability lacks the
element of blame, while responsibility does not. However, culpability is
not an essential element of responsibility, as the phrases ‘‘our responsi-
bility to the future generations’’ and ‘‘the war responsibility of the post-
war generations’’ show.
Rather, etymology confirms the ordinary interchangeable usage of

both words. Responsibility can be traced back to the Latin respondere,
to give an answer. It is not the answer to a request for information, but
‘‘an answer in the sense of giving account, justifying oneself, or defending
oneself against an accusation’’.10 On the other hand, accountability can
be traced back through old French aconter to Latin computare, to count.
Counting includes reporting financial expenditures; an account is an an-
swer that provides numbers. Therefore, both responsibility and account-
ability include the provision of answers to questions; the original sense of
each word is ‘‘answerability’’.
My proposal is to use accountability and responsibility in the following

manner. Accountability is a narrower concept of responsibility. Account-
ability focuses on the central processes of responsibility. The two terms
are neither coextensive nor opposite, but address different facets of our
concern with the control of power. This chapter limits the sphere of ac-
countability to the call and account structure. This is because limitation
provides clarity. The second section explores the structure and extracts
five components of accountability; the third section situates the structure
of accountability in the whole process of responsibility; and the final sec-
tion draws several fundamental principles of accountability from the con-
ceptual analysis.

The structure of accountability

How can we clarify the concept of accountability? This chapter focuses
on the structure of accountability, and then situates the structure within
the process of responsibility. A paradigm of accountability can be illus-
trated as follows:

X asks Y to explain and justify Y’s actions. Y then has the obligation to explain
and justify his or her actions to X.

This paradigm shows that the structure of accountability consists of five
components:
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� obligation
� X (account caller)
� Y (account giver)
� action
� explanation and justification.
These five components lead us to five fundamental questions on account-
ability.
� Obligations are drawn from rules. Question 1 is: on what ground is Y
required to give an account? The character and mechanism of account-
ability vary according to the governing rule.

� Accountability mechanisms postulate two categories of people: those
who call to account, and those who give an account. Thus question 2
is: who has the right to call to explain and justify? In other words, to
whom is Y required to give an account? Question 3 is: who must pro-
vide an account?

� Y is required to account for Y’s actions. Question 4 is: with which
aspect of the action is an accountability mechanism concerned?

� To be accountable is to explain and justify one’s actions. Question 5
is: what must be done to explain and justify? Are there any differences
between explanation and justification, and, if so, what are they?
It is often said that there are three basic questions about a theory of

accountability: who should be accountable, for what and to whom? Our
structural analysis of accountability enables us to identify two other basic
questions: why (on what rule) is someone accountable, and how does he
or she explain and justify? Figure 3.1 indicates the structure of account-
ability. Each of these is discussed in sequence.

Rule

Accountable entities have an obligation to account for their behaviour
because rules stipulate for them to do so. Rules are the most fundamental

Figure 3.1 The structure of accountability
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component in the structure of accountability because they stipulate all
the other components: who should account, to whom, for what and
how. Rules include some standards that apply to the account, as well as
other standards that relate to the quality of the activity being accounted
for.11
Rules of accountability are not restricted to positive law. Accountabil-

ity sometimes evolves over time and involves interaction among partici-
pants.12 Positive law, as well as social customs, moral laws, institutional
practices and political culture, may constitute the rules of accountability.
Take the example of a parliamentary system. Under constitutional law

a prime minister must explain and justify her policies to the parliament.
She has no legal obligation to explain and justify her policy to foreign
people, although she may have a moral obligation to justify it to them
and/or a political obligation to explain it to their governments when it
seriously affects them.
All the questions concerning accountability (who, to whom, for what

and how) can be considered questions about rules of accountability.
Since rules of accountability are often vague or amorphous, disputes over
interpretation often arise. The legitimate interpretation of rules urges us
to take into consideration principles of accountability, some of which are
discussed in the final section of this chapter.

To whom

To whom do decision-makers have to provide an account? In other
words, who has the right to ask them to explain or justify? As Robert
Keohane claims, ‘‘Much of the politics of accountability involves strug-
gles over who should be accepted as a principal.’’13
‘‘Transparency for whom’’ has been a pressing issue at the global eco-

nomic multilaterals such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the
World Bank and the World Trade Organization (WTO).14 The ques-
tion ‘‘transparency for whom’’ overlaps the question ‘‘accountability to
whom’’.

Stakeholders

An idea of accountability requires entities to give an account to all stake-
holders. A stakeholder is formally defined as ‘‘any group or individual
who can affect or is affected by’’ the decision of an entity.15 However, it
still remains to be decided who ‘‘those groups and individuals who can
affect or are affected by the decision’’ are. They can be classified into
three main groups: the superiors, the general public and the experts.
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To the superiors
When officers are required to justify their actions to their superiors, their
accountability is called managerial accountability or hierarchical account-
ability. Managerial accountability is an officer’s duty to explain and jus-
tify his or her actions to his or her superiors.

Why must subordinates account to their superiors? The reason is that
superiors have authority over them. This consideration leads to a general
principle of accountability, which says: X is accountable to those who
delegate authority to X. The flow of accountability corresponds to the
flow of delegation. Those who are delegated to are accountable to
those who delegate. We will call this the principle of delegation. Manage-
rial accountability is about ‘‘making those with delegated authority an-
swerable for carrying out agreed tasks according to agreed criteria of
performance’’.16

Managerial accountability and managerial control are sometimes used
interchangeably. Patricia Day and Rudolf Klein suggest that the doctrine
of ministerial accountability has two aspects. The first is political account-
ability: ministers are responsible to parliament for what their depart-
ments do. The second aspect is managerial accountability: ministers are
responsible for the actions of all their departmental officials.17 The dis-
tinction between political and managerial accountability matches the dis-
tinction between two different questions: accountability to whom and
accountability for what. Managerial accountability is used as managerial
control when it is about ‘‘the way in which ministers control the actions
and performance of their subordinates’’.18

The conceptual analysis of managerial accountability shows that it
should be carefully distinguished from managerial control. First, when A
controls B completely, B has no discretion. Without discretion, there is
no accountability. Complete control eliminates accountability.19 When B
has an obligation to A, and B has n options (from q1 to qn) to discharge
it, B also has the obligation to explain and justify to A why B chose q1
among n options. Accountability thus presupposes discretion. One can-
not be accountable to anyone unless one also has discretion and respon-
sibility. Secondly, the flows of operation are also different. Control flows
from A to B, whereas accountability flows from B to A. Indeed, holding
entities accountable may function as a mechanism for controlling them.
The core purpose of accountability is control.20 However, the concepts
of accountability and control are different.

Accountability through hierarchical control may work well where
a shared hierarchy of authority exists. Because superiors usually hold
institutionalized authority over their subordinates, the subordinates
may well discharge their obligation to explain and justify their actions to
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their superiors. Managerial accountability is an effective and useful
mechanism.

To the people
The principle of delegation implies another type of accountability.
In democratic societies, all authority is drawn from the people. Social
contract theories claim that people establish government and delegate
authority to leave the state of nature. Democracy, with the principle of
delegation, requires that those in political power be accountable to the
general public. These entities must account for their activities ‘‘to a
much broader group of stakeholders than simply those who have formal
authority over [them]’’.21
This type of accountability is called democratic accountability. Democ-

racy is etymologically the rule by the demos (people). Democratic ac-
countability, required for the rule by the demos, can be drawn from
another principle of accountability: the principle of impact. The principle
of impact proclaims that those who are affected by decisions have a right
to demand an account. Government must explain and justify its activities
to citizens because its decisions, more or less, affect them.
The principle of impact invites an interesting question concerning the

scope of the demos. Who should be counted as ‘‘those who are affected
by the decisions’’? Do foreigners have a right to demand accountability
from the President of the United States because they are affected by his
decisions? Since democratic accountability is arranged on different levels,
national democratic accountability does not necessarily assure global or
local democratic accountability. Rather, they often compete with each
other. It is often difficult to draw the line between those who are affected
and those who are not. A pragmatic version of the principle would be
this: decision-makers have to give an account to all but those who are
clearly not affected by their decisions.
Accountability does not always go hand in hand with democracy.22

The relation between accountability and democracy is much more com-
plicated than is typically supposed. On the one hand, accountable go-
vernance does not necessarily presuppose democracy. ‘‘Accountable
monarchy’’ is not a contradictory concept, just as accountable democracy
is not. Rather, accountability has been emphasized because of the so-
called democratic deficit. Democratic governance cannot be fully
achieved in transnational companies, non-governmental organizations
(NGOs) and international organizations because most people cannot par-
ticipate, directly or indirectly, in the decision process. Democratic ac-
countability is necessary in a democratic deficit and perhaps unnecessary
in a democratic surplus.
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On the other hand, accountability does rely on the idea of demo-
cracy. Democracy is a system in which political legitimacy flows from the
people. To acquire legitimacy, any public decisions must ultimately be
justified to the people. As discussed earlier, accountability may enhance
the legitimacy of decisions. Democracy as the legitimacy principle re-
quires accountability. In other words, we can say that democratic ac-
countability is drawn from the principle of legitimacy. The more that
people bring to account their decision-makers, the more legitimate the
decisions become. We can summarize the relation between account-
ability and democracy as follows: accountability is required by democracy
as the legitimacy principle, but not by democracy as the participation
principle.

To the experts
Democratic governments are accountable to the people for their activ-
ities. Democracy ultimately requires office holders to explain and justify
their decisions to the general public. However, the extent to which the
people can exercise the power to hold officials accountable is limited for
at least two reasons.

First, the populace can exercise its checking power only through peri-
odic elections. As Fidelma White and Kathryn Hollingsworth stated, ‘‘be-
tween elections, the electorate has to rely on surrogates to act on its
behalf and hold government to account’’.23 The most important surro-
gate is the parliament. Because the people typically cannot directly hold
government accountable, the parliament holds the government account-
able on behalf of the people. The government thus accounts to the
people for its activities indirectly. In general, the separate powers of gov-
ernment are expected to render accounts to one another.

Secondly, the people do not usually have the time or means to examine
the government’s account thoroughly, especially in an age of specializa-
tion. Because the account often contains terms so professional and tech-
nical that ordinary people are befuddled, experts frequently audit the
account on behalf of the people. Thus Barbara Romzek and Melvyn
Dubnick concluded that ‘‘professional accountability occurs with greater
frequency as governments deal increasingly with technically difficult and
complex problems’’.24

These two considerations make accountability indirect. Indirect demo-
cratic accountability can work well only when the surrogate or the expert
reflects the will of the people. When those who should call for an account
on behalf of the people collude with the account giver, democratic ac-
countability fails. To avert and prevent the failure, we must carefully sep-
arate the account demander from the account giver; we must insist upon
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the independence and performance of the former. Both mechanisms are
discussed in the final section.

Internal/external accountability

Accountability is to give an account to others. ‘‘Others’’ are an essential
component in the concept of accountability. The fact that X gives an ac-
count to itself does not mean that X discharges the obligation to account.
X is required to account to someone else. In this sense, accountability is
essentially external.
A decision-maker is surrounded by many others. We can divide

‘‘others’’ into two groups: internal and external. Internal others are mem-
bers of the same organization as the individual making the account.
The requirement of externality can be met in the weak sense that one
accounts to another person within the same organization. From the
standpoint of a particular individual, internal accountability involves
justification to someone else, such as a superior or peer in the same or-
ganization, and in that sense is external.25 Since no organization can be
entirely manageable from the outside, internal accountability is an im-
portant requirement of management.26 By contrast, external others are
those outside the Organization. The requirement of externality is fulfilled
in the strong sense that one accounts to a person who is not a member of
the same organization.
The distinction between internal and external accountability may be

relative, not rigid. Suppose that Y accounts to X, who is not a member
of Y’s organization. This is external accountability. When X and Y have
a close relationship, however, they may appear to Z, an outsider, to be-
long to the same association. The relationship is considered internal ac-
countability. As examples of the relativity of the distinction, while
ministerial accountability to parliament is external for ministers, it can
be internal for the citizens; while democratic accountability is external
for one government, it is internal for foreign governments.
The question then arises: which is more important, internal or external

accountability? Which holds administrative power more accountable?
This has been a core problem of administrative responsibility, as shown
by the well-known exchange between Carl Friedrich and Herman
Finer.27 Although both internal and external accountability have their
own merits and demerits, any accountability mechanism, whether inter-
nal or external, must ensure the independence of the account caller (X)
from the account giver (Y). When X is dependent on Y, there is no
‘‘other’’ to whom Y should account, and thus there is no accountability
relationship at all. The requirement of independence is discussed later.
Democratic government involves two types of delegated power. First,

power is delegated to the government by the people. Second, power is
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delegated among the government. Although some may call the former
‘‘external’’ and the latter ‘‘internal’’, the distinction between external
and internal accountability is more relative.

Who

Who should be accountable? Do international organizations such as the
United Nations and the World Bank have accountability? Do transna-
tional corporations and NGOs? Keohane mentions six sets of entities
that should be, but are not conventionally held to be, accountable: multi-
national corporations, transgovernmental and private sector networks,
the Roman Catholic Church, mass religious movements, covert terrorist
networks and powerful states. Keohane excludes NGOs because they
are relatively weak.28

Basically, rules give an answer to the question of ‘‘who?’’ However, we
also often need to interpret social or legal practices to confirm whether
an entity is accountable. It is important to note that evasion of account-
ability is in essence impossible. When someone demands an account, eva-
sion itself is taken as a certain kind of account. That individual would be
called to explain and justify his or her refusal to account. When we take
accountability as a fundamental requirement for governance, all individ-
uals and organizations that execute power, at least potentially, have the
obligation to account.

For what

One action has many aspects. We can judge an action from the view-
points of efficiency, legality, morality or political legitimacy. This chapter
focuses on three kinds of accountability: finance, regularity and perfor-
mance accountability.

Finance

The original sense of ‘‘account’’ in accountability is ‘‘the financial ‘ac-
count’ in which revenue and expenditure decisions are reported to the
authorising body, typically Parliament’’.29 There is an obvious reason
why financial accountability, or auditing, has been the focus of account-
ability. Financial accountability is about ‘‘the verification of financial ac-
counts to check on whether the appropriate funds have come in and
whether the outgoing money has been spent properly’’.30 Financial ac-
countability of the public sectors is often called fiscal accountability.

Both accounting and auditing focus on a financial aspect of actions. Ac-
counting is recording the financial transactions of an organization on the
books, although non-financial reports are becoming more common in the
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public sector. Auditing, the examination of the account, is the second and
separate stage in the accountability process.31
Accountability now covers a wider range of reports beyond financial

accounts. ‘‘To give an account of something’’ means to provide not only
a financial report but a wider range of information as well.

Regularity

Accountability for regularity ensures that actions are performed accord-
ing to the authorized rules. Those rules include standards on due process
of execution and substantial requirements such as fairness and equality,
as well as financial standards. When the authorized rules include financial
standards, financial accountability is situated as a subset of regularity ac-
countability. Regularity accountability can be called legality accountabil-
ity because regularity and legality have the same connotation.
Regularity accountability is necessary, but is not by itself sufficient. As

E. L. Normanton wrote, ‘‘an audit which concerns itself with nothing but
‘regularity’ is a narrow routine, totally unhelpful to the operations of gov-
ernment in any constructive sense’’.32 We require other positive stand-
ards to assess the performance of administrative organizations.

Performance

Regularity accountability is concerned with how government does what it
does. However, we have come to care about what government does – what
it actually accomplishes.33 This is called accountability for performance.
This distinction between regularity and performance accountability

corresponds to a philosophical distinction between deontology and con-
sequentialism. Deontology asserts that an action is right if a person acts
according to duties. The rightness or wrongness of a particular action is
not determined by the goodness or badness of its consequences. Conse-
quentialism, on the other hand, asserts that an action is right if its conse-
quences are good. It is highly difficult to resolve the dispute because the
dichotomy reflects the two essential aspects of an action: intentions and
consequences.
We now observe a basic trend towards results-based accountability. In-

creasing importance is being placed on value-for-money (VFM) audit.34
VFM is about three Es: economy (minimizing the cost of resources used
or required – i.e. spending less), efficiency (the relationship between the
outputs from goods or services and the resources used to produce them –
i.e. spending well) and effectiveness (the relationship between the in-
tended and actual results of public spending – i.e. spending wisely) (see
the UK National Audit Office webpage: www.nao.org.uk). VFM audit
thus focuses on the results of activities. Results-based budgeting (RBB)
is another example of this trend.
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Robert D. Behn points out ‘‘the accountability dilemma’’ – that is, the
trade-off between accountability for finances and fairness (or regularity)
and accountability for performance.35 This dilemma comes from ‘‘the ac-
countability bias’’, which occurs when account demanders focus their at-
tention on finance and regularity, rather than performance, and ‘‘the
deterrent effect’’ of government that accompanies the bias. Behn recom-
mends 360� accountability to solve the dilemma.36 In most organizations,
people are usually evaluated by their superiors based on accountability
for finances and regularity because of the deterrent effect; 360� account-
ability requires them to be evaluated by ‘‘their subordinates, peers, team
members, customers, and suppliers’’. Behn’s argument indicates the im-
portant point that accountability for what is closely linked to accountabil-
ity to whom. The more people to whom a person is accountable, the more
aspects for which he or she is accountable.

To explain and justify

Accountable entities explain and justify their actions. The following
questions then arise.
� What are explanation and justification?
� How can we determine whether individuals actually ‘‘explain and jus-
tify’’ their actions?

� Should we accept ‘‘I do not recall’’ as an appropriate explanation or
justification?

� Is explanation the same as justification?
� If not, what is the difference, and to which is accountability essentially
related?
We can distinguish between explanation and justification as follows. To

explain one’s action is to place it in an intelligible context so that it can
be understood. On the other hand, to justify one’s action is to give rea-
sons so that it can be accepted. Both explaining and justifying refer to
giving reasons. We can thus distinguish between explanation and justifi-
cation based on the character of the reasons provided by the account
giver. In short, to explain is to give understandable reasons; to justify is
to give acceptable reasons. To make an action understandable is to show
it to be rational from the standpoint of the agent. Explanatory reasons
may refer to the agent’s aim, motive or belief. On the other hand,
to make an action acceptable is to show it to be reasonable from the
standpoint of some other person. Justificatory reasons may refer to the
regularity or consequences of the action.37 To take but one example, an
agent explains his action when he says ‘‘I did it because I believed it
would help them’’; he justifies his action when he says ‘‘I did it because
it would probably help them’’.
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To explain one’s actions is a minimum requirement of accountability.
To make others understand one’s actions is the starting point of account-
ability. Accountability mechanisms, however, usually require more than
that. This is because accountability mechanisms are in place to control
the agents. Therefore, accountability is the obligation to explain and jus-
tify but not to explain or justify one’s actions.
Accountability may take multiple forms because we can explain and

justify our actions in various ways. As shown above, a typical form is
call and account: X demands Y to account, and Y answers X’s questions.
Other basic forms include disclosure (X demands some information from
Y, and Y discloses it), and reporting (Y makes a report on Y’s activities).
Sometimes reporting is not sufficient as accountability. When a govern-
ment voluntarily issues an annual report, it may not be considered full
accountability because it can control the content of the report and
exclude poor performance.38 Therefore, the rights to inspect and have
access to information are essential to accountability mechanisms.

The process of responsibility

Thus far, we have explored accountability. We are now in a position to
analyse responsibility and clarify its relationship to accountability. Re-
sponsibility is also an elusive idea. To illuminate the concept of responsi-
bility, we can examine two representative views: those of Hans Kelsen
and H. L. A. Hart.
Kelsen characterizes sanction, offence, obligation (or duty) and liability

(or responsibility) as follows.39 A sanction is a reaction against an action
or omission determined by the legal order.40 Sanctions can be legal, reli-
gious or social. Legal sanctions consist of punishments and civil execu-
tions. When a definite action or omission is connected with a sanction, it
is called an offence. The offence is not the negation but the condition of
the norm.41 An obligation or duty is the norm that commands a certain
behaviour.42 An individual has the obligation to behave in a certain way
when this behaviour is commanded by a norm. Kelsen warns against con-
fusion among the concepts of obligation, sanction and liability:

A sanction itself is not an obligation – it can, but need not be stipulated as such
– but it is a coercive act which a norm connects to a certain behavior, whose
opposite is therefore legally commanded, that is, the content of a legal obliga-
tion. We can also express this by saying: the sanction is the coercive act that
constitutes the legal obligation. Liability is no obligation either, but rather the
relation between an individual against whom a sanction is directed and the of-
fense committed by him or someone else. Obligation is the omission of offenses
by individuals whose behavior forms the offense.43
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Hart, on the other hand, classifies responsibility into four senses: role-
responsibility, causal-responsibility, liability-responsibility and capacity-
responsibility.44 The first three senses are related to our analysis of
responsibility. Concerning role-responsibility, Hart says that ‘‘whenever
a person occupies a distinctive place or office in a social organization, to
which specific duties are attached . . . he is properly said to be responsible
for the performance of their duties . . . Such duties are a person’s respon-
sibilities.’’45 ‘‘Role’’ can be extended to include a task or an obligation
assigned to any person by rules and customs. ‘‘Responsibility’’ is used as
causal-responsibility, when the expression ‘‘was responsible for’’ can be
substituted with the word ‘‘caused’’. With liability-responsibility, an indi-
vidual is liable to be punished (criminally responsible), forced to pay
compensation or morally blamed.

Kelsen and Hart share the three main components of responsibility:
obligation, action and liability. These three components, associated with
accountability, constitute the process of responsibility. Figure 3.2 shows
the process.

Responsibility is not different from accountability in the core sense.
J. R. Lucas claims that ‘‘the central core of the concept of responsibility
is that I can be asked the question ‘Why did you do it?’ and be obliged
to give an answer’’.46 In short, at the central core of responsibility stands
accountability as defined in this chapter. Accountability must, therefore,
be centrally situated in the process of responsibility.

Obligation

Many dictionaries tell us that responsibility has two meanings: to have a
duty to deal with something, and to blame for something. The former
corresponds to an obligation (Kelsen) or role-responsibility (Hart); the
latter to responsibility (Kelsen) or liability-responsibility (Hart). These
two meanings can be taken as the two stages or mechanisms to make en-
tities accountable in the whole process of responsibility. Obligations can
be called ex ante (or prospective) accountability mechanisms, and sanc-
tions ex post (or retrospective) accountability mechanisms.

The obligation is the first stage in the process of responsibility. Obliga-
tions as ex ante mechanisms include moral, religious, social and legal ob-
ligations or duties. As we have seen, rules stipulate an obligation to act in
a certain way and to provide an account when requested. Thus people

Figure 3.2 The process of responsibility
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have a moral, religious or legal obligation to act and account in a stipu-
lated way.
Obligations are only weak mechanisms; effective accountability sys-

tems usually contain formal enforcement mechanisms. Obligations, how-
ever, can work not only when they can be formally enforced but also
when they enhance a sense of obligation or offer incentives.

Action

The term ‘‘action’’ is used here in a broad sense in that omission is
also included. People perform actions in order to discharge obligations.
When an agent did p, she was responsible for p. An agent was responsi-
ble for both the action and some subsequent events. Strictly speaking, the
conditions of responsibility may include causality, intentionality and
capacity-responsibility (Hart). Accountability does not require subjective
conditions to ascribe responsibility to agents. In other words, when enti-
ties fail to discharge obligations, they are not allowed to make excuses
for their actions. In this sense, accountability is similar to strict liability.

Accountability

When entities fail to discharge the obligation to act in accordance with
authorized rules, they are required to explain and justify their actions.
As earlier, this is the core concept of accountability. Accountability con-
nects actions with sanctions in the process of responsibility. If agents fail
to justify their actions when they act against rules, they face sanctions.
Furthermore, accountability per se may improve the quality of activ-

ities. First, the process of giving an account can check decisions and ac-
tions retrospectively. Scrutinizing activities may reveal hidden faults.
Secondly, anticipating accountability may prevent the abuse of power.
In other words, accountability can have an ex ante effect. Accountability
mechanisms may influence agents to make decisions in an explainable
and justifiable way. The realization that one might be held to account
stimulates a person to behave responsibly.47 Accountability mechanisms
can thus function in both retrospective and prospective ways.48

Sanction

When entities fail to discharge the obligation to explain and justify their
actions, or when they fabricate excuses or reports, sanction mechanisms
hold them responsible. Sanctions include both negative sanctions to pun-
ish irregular or poor performance and positive sanctions to reward good
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performance. Sanctions themselves are sometimes called responsibility or
accountability.

Elections can be considered political sanction mechanisms. The term
‘‘democratic accountability’’ is often used to show the principle according
to which it is possible to replace the holders of political office through
general elections.49 Because our terminology confines accountability to
its core notion, this mechanism should be called democratic responsibil-
ity. The periodic election may be a key mechanism of the responsibility
process in democracy.50 There is, however, no logical reason why elec-
tions should be seen as a responsibility mechanism because elections
may serve to select good policies, not to sanction bad politicians.51

Legal sanction mechanisms include criminal punishment (fine or im-
prisonment), civil liability (compensation or restitution) and disciplinary
measures such as suspension or dismissal from office. Institutionalized
legal sanctions are usually more effective than informal social sanctions
such as social reputation, censure or movement. With no formal sanction
mechanisms, social sanctions may be the last resort. Social sanctions can
work only when some people or groups have a strong interest in the enti-
ties’ activities and an effective tool to reach the general public. NGOs
and the media are expected to play an important role in the social
process.

Sanction mechanisms as ex post responsibility processes ensure that
mistakes will not be made in the future by transforming irregular entities
or by deterring other entities. Both executed and anticipated sanctions
may function as preventive mechanisms. This feedback links sanctions to
actions. Other feedback connects accountability to actions, as we saw
earlier. Both accountability itself and sanctions after accountability help
to improve the quality of activities. Figure 3.2 should be redrawn as fig-
ure 3.3 to highlight both these feedback mechanisms and the rules that
stipulate obligations and sanctions.

The relation between accountability and sanction has been disputed.52
Some claim that a sanction is an essential element of accountability.

Figure 3.3 The process of responsibility (revised version)
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Bernard Manin, Adam Prezeworski and Susan Stokes define accountabil-
ity as follows: ‘‘Governments are ‘accountable’ if citizens can discern rep-
resentative from unrepresentative governments and can sanction them
appropriately, retaining in office those incumbents who perform well
and ousting from office those who do not.’’53 Accountability is thus de-
fined as the relation between outcomes and sanctions.
We exclude the element of sanctions from the ‘‘definition’’ of account-

ability because we should carefully distinguish between the definition and
the effective mechanisms. Indeed, accountability mechanisms often do
not work well without any sanctions. Some accountability mechanisms,
however, may well work with no punitive elements. Extremely powerful
countries, such as the United States, often seem immune from account-
ability because there is no institutionalized sanction mechanism in inter-
national relations.54 It is not unreasonable, however, to claim that even
they should be accountable to other states or the global public, and that
they really are.
There is no conceptual contradiction in accountability mechanisms

without any sanctions, regardless of their effectiveness. It is not essential
to the concept of accountability that X has any power along the lines of
the power to dismiss or impose fines or sanctions on Y.55 Accountability
for decision-making as the call-and-response mechanism can hold deci-
sion-makers accountable almost as much as the electoral and punitive
processes. Figure 3.3 shows that the accountability process itself has a
feedback effect on decisions and activities.

Accountability mechanisms

There are many types of accountability mechanisms. An accountability
mechanism that works well in one area may not work in others.56 There
is little evidence to indicate that there is a universally applicable account-
ability mechanism. Conceptual analysis, however, enables us to identify
some fundamental institutional requirements for accountability mecha-
nisms. These basic principles help us to organize the institutional ar-
rangements in order to enhance UN accountability.

Independence

Accountability is the obligation to explain and justify one’s activities to
‘‘others’’. In other words, to account to ‘‘oneself’’ is never considered ac-
countability. An account caller must be separate from an account giver.
This analysis leads us to the principle of independence: the reviewer
must be independent of the decision-maker. Accountability mechanisms
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demand some tension between the scrutinizer and the decision-maker.
If the reviewer is not independent of the decision-maker, processes of
accountability are almost useless; they can promote neither quality nor
legitimacy. As White and Hollingsworth observed, ‘‘The independence
of an external auditor is vital to enable the auditor to perform his func-
tions properly’’ (emphasis added).57

E. L. Normanton claims that a new dimension of financial accountabil-
ity has been established by the separation of powers.58 Separation of
powers divides power among several branches, and controls power by re-
quiring each branch to explain and justify its actions to other branches.
Accountability presupposes a division of power which assures inde-
pendence of each branch from others. There are many types of inde-
pendence: financial, personal, organizational and operational.59 The
presidential system and the parliamentary system have their own inde-
pendence arrangements. We need to find and create an optimal institu-
tional arrangement to make each entity accountable.

Global democracy

International organizations present us with another difficult question. To
whom should they discharge the obligation to explain and justify their ac-
tivities: to the member states, to the majority of the member states or
to all the people in the world? Democracy is a political system in which
every person is supposed to be a stakeholder. Global democracy requires
international organizations to account not only to their member states
but to absolutely everyone. The provision of information only to the
member states’ governments is not sufficient from the viewpoint of global
democracy.

We have already noticed at least three reasons for global democratic
accountability: delegation, impact and legitimacy. First, international or-
ganizations are delegated their power from the global demos through the
member states. Second, globalization is a series of worldwide interdepend-
encies and exchanges through which major international organizations
affect, to some degree, all the people in the world. Third, international
organizations may acquire legitimacy when they represent and reflect
the world public. On these three grounds, they are theoretically required
to account to everyone on earth.

Distribution

While global accountability requires accountability to all entities, Simon
Burall and Caroline Neligan highlight the reality that many international
organizations are more accountable to some members than to others.60
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We then face a distributional problem of accountability.61 Accountability
consumes time, money and effort. Too much accountability can become
managerially and economically inefficient; accountability is then more
likely to be traded off against other values.62 Accountability mechanisms
are expensive and scarce, and must thus be distributed wisely and fairly.
The principle of impact dictates that the acting entity should be account-
able to the set of people affected. We may need to revise this principle
because of the scarcity of accountability. As Keohane suggests, if merely
being affected were enough to create a valid claim, ‘‘virtually nothing
could ever be done’’.63
This distributional problem urges us to construct another type of

accountability mechanism that does not include the actual call-and-
response process: transparency.

Transparency

Immanuel Kant articulates in his Perpetual Peace the transcendental for-
mula of public law: ‘‘all actions which relate to the rights of other human
beings are wrong if their maxim is not compatible with publicity’’.64
Hannah Arendt expands Kant’s insight and underlines the significance of
spectators in her Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy: ‘‘only the spec-
tator occupies a position that enables him to see the whole; the actor, be-
cause he is part of the play, must enact his part’’. In addition, ‘‘the actor
is dependent on the opinion of the spectator’’.65 Therefore, ‘‘the public
realm is constituted by the critics and the spectators, not by the actors or
the makers’’.66 Actions do not acquire legitimacy unless they are visible.
To make actions visible and transparent is to expose them to the public

eye. An individual or a group of people feels obliged to explain and jus-
tify actions when other people are watching. The term ‘‘accountability’’ is
a conjunction of account and ability. Accountability thus implies a mo-
ment of potentiality.67 In other words, to be accountable is to be ready
to give an account. Transparency has the same value as accountability,
in the sense that to become transparent is to disclose one’s activities and
to be prepared to explain and justify them. Transparency functions in
the same way as accountability; transparency can be seen as a potential
accountability.
This insight highlights the contrast between transparency and democ-

racy. Democracy controls power by voice; transparency controls power
by sight. Transparency does not require people to participate in decision
processes, only to watch over them. Transparency is especially important
where neither voice nor exit can be an effective or feasible option.
Indeed, some policies and practices cannot succeed without secrecy.

Timing should be secret for an effective examination. Even deliberation
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and bargaining sometimes rely on secrecy. It is certain that publicity
has its limits, but ‘‘those limits themselves must be publicly affirmed’’.68
We can call this ‘‘the paradox of publicity’’: the limits of publicity are
public.

The protection of whistleblowers is another important accountability
mechanism that enhances transparency. Outsiders usually cannot access
information about the abuse of power by an organization if active steps
are taken to hide the evidence. Whistleblowers may make organizations
more transparent. The protection of whistleblowers is a clear step to in-
crease the accountability of international organizations.69

Network of accountability

Accountability is an essential mechanism for governance. No entity,
therefore, should be beyond accountability. ‘‘Absolute power’’ in Lord
Acton’s famous warning that ‘‘power corrupts, and absolute power cor-
rupts absolutely’’ should be interpreted as ‘‘power beyond accountabil-
ity’’. Power beyond accountability tends to corrupt absolutely.

We have been informed that not only corporations but also their audit-
ing firms were responsible for many corporate accounting scandals. Here
an important question arises: who audits an auditor? The answer is
another auditor. Then the next question comes: who audits the second
auditor? The answer would probably be a third auditor. We thus face an
infinite regress: A is audited by B, B is audited by C and C is audited by
D. If we try to achieve terminality, we face a vicious circle: A is audited
by B, B is audited by C and C is audited by A. However, we should not
call this circle ‘‘vicious’’ if each audit is regularly and effectively per-
formed. All that is required is a network of accountability, rather than a
small circle of accountability. No entity is allowed to exit from this net-
work. All entities are accountable to each other. This is the ultimate
form of accountability we are now pursuing in international relations.
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4

Legitimacy and accountability of
the United Nations

Jochen Prantl

‘‘When I use a word,’’ Humpty Dumpty said in a rather scornful tone, ‘‘it
means just what I choose it to mean – neither more nor less.’’

‘‘The question is,’’ said Alice, ‘‘whether you can make words mean so many dif-
ferent things.’’

‘‘The question is,’’ said Humpty Dumpty, ‘‘which is to be master – that’s all.’’
(Lewis Carroll, Through the Looking Glass, 1871)

Enhancing the legitimacy and accountability of the UN system has be-
come a key concern in the discussion of how to adapt the world organiza-
tion to the challenges of the twenty-first century. It is also part and parcel
of a wider debate about the development of international norms and
procedures for the good governance of globalization.1 Closing the ‘‘de-
mocracy gap’’ in policy-making processes and holding multilateral institu-
tions more accountable to the people of international society seem to be
the order of the day. Yet how can we establish norms, beliefs and com-
mon procedures to be shared by members of international society in the
apparent absence of a strong sense of political community at the global
level? How can we secure compliance?

This chapter discusses central aspects of UN legitimacy and account-
ability. It argues that the norms of ‘‘democracy’’ and ‘‘participation’’
have become touchstones of and yardsticks for international legitimacy.
However, if Member States want to improve the problem-solving capac-
ity of the UN system, they need to find a productive trade-off between

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4

97



the competing demands of inclusiveness, efficiency, informality, transpar-
ency and accountability. Short of a one-size-fits-all strategy, there is a
striking need to take better advantage of flexible mechanisms and multi-
ple forms of legitimacy and accountability that we can see already in
modern democracies.
The chapter is divided into two parts. The first section discusses the

question of UN legitimacy and accountability from a wider conceptual
and contextual perspective. It argues that the concepts of legitimacy and
accountability are closely associated with the notion of authority.2 Au-
thority needs to be legitimate and accountable in order to gain broad ac-
ceptance by international society. At the same time, authority cannot be
exercised within a power vacuum. The question of how to reconcile
power on the one hand and legitimacy and accountability on the other
hand has to come under scrutiny. The second section tests the propo-
sitions of the first part by applying them to the specific case of the UN
Security Council. The chapter concludes with some lessons learned,
including policy implications and recommendations.

Context and concept

Discussing legitimacy and accountability at the beginning of the twenty-
first century raises the question of why these have not been a bigger issue
before and what factors have contributed to their increased importance.
By legitimacy, I refer primarily to the justification of legal and political
authority exercised by an international institution through its procedures
(or input) and output.3 By accountability, I simply mean an institution’s
liability to be called to account.4 This section looks at the contextual and
conceptual sides of legitimacy and accountability. It develops the main
argument that any discussion of how to enhance UN legitimacy and ac-
countability must take into account the limits of applying democratic
standards and best practices in the absence of a strong sense of political
community.

Foreign policy and democratic control

Foreign policy belongs to the most difficult areas where democratic con-
trol, and with it legitimacy and accountability, can be achieved at the
national level. Alexis de Tocqueville analysed long ago the inherent diffi-
culties of democratic control in the conduct of foreign affairs: ‘‘Foreign
politics demand scarcely any of those qualities which are peculiar to a de-
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mocracy; they require, on the contrary, the perfect use of almost all those
in which it is deficient.’’5 In the early 1920s Walter Lippmann suggested
that ‘‘democracies in their foreign policies had generally to choose be-
tween splendid isolation and a diplomacy that violated their ideals. The
most successful democracies, in fact, Switzerland, Denmark, Australia,
New Zealand, and America until recently, have had no foreign policy in
the European sense of that phrase. Even a rule like the Monroe Doctrine
arose from the desire to supplement the two oceans by a glacis of states
that were sufficiently republican to have no foreign policy.’’6 From to-
day’s perspective, such policy would be hard to maintain. Yet the ques-
tion of how to control foreign policy by democratic means still looms
large, as Robert Dahl, perhaps the leading theorist of democracy, argues:
‘‘In democratic countries where democratic institutions and practices
have been long and well established and where . . . a fairly strong demo-
cratic political culture exists, it is notoriously difficult for citizens to exer-
cise effective control over many key decisions on foreign affairs.’’7

The problem of democratic control becomes even more acute in inter-
national organizations such as the United Nations. If one accepts the
proposition that the influence of citizens in and their control over foreign
policy decision-making is rather limited at the domestic level, we can
hardly expect some greater role at the international level. UN politics re-
mains essentially unaccounted by ‘‘we the peoples of the United Na-
tions’’. Although the first seven words of the UN Charter, inspired by
the preamble of the US Constitution, seem to underline the democratic
foundations of the Organization, reflecting the collective will of mankind,
a brief look into the proceedings of the San Francisco Conference tells us
otherwise. In fact, the majority of Commission I rejected the interpreta-
tion that the principles of democracy and cooperation constituted mini-
mum standards which must be respected by all Member States.8

It does not come as a great surprise that, in terms of popular control
over policies and procedures, international organizations tend to be
highly undemocratic. According to Robert Dahl, ‘‘international systems
will lie below any reasonable threshold of democracy’’.9 Especially
among realist students of international relations, multilateral institutions
are primarily seen as instruments for the pursuance of states’ vested in-
terests, as Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye have succinctly argued:
‘‘It makes no more sense to ask whether an inter-state organization is
‘democratic’ than it does to ask if a broom has a nice personality. One
should ask merely if the instrument works well.’’10 Nevertheless, then
we are confronted with the question of why discussions about legitimacy
and accountability have re-emerged in the post–Cold War era and how
multilateral institutions can meet certain standards of legitimacy and
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accountability without being ‘‘democratic’’. Those questions will be fur-
ther pondered in the following subsections.

Why legitimacy and accountability?

Legitimacy and accountability have become touchstones for the effective
management of globalization and the regulation of conflicts arising out of
the asymmetries of power and influence and the global distribution of
wealth and welfare. They help to establish a wider perception of justice
and fairness in international society. Looked at from a realist perspective,
the willingness of states to commit to effective international institutions
originates in the Hobbesian world view that the comparative advantage
of cooperation may be greater than the gains of unconstrained conflict.11
Yet Hobbes was extremely pessimistic about the potential of human
beings to commit to voluntary cooperation. While many scholars would
not necessarily agree with his conclusions, we should accept the Hobbe-
sian challenge that the effectiveness of institutions not only depends on
their effectiveness to solve collective-action problems but also on mutu-
ally agreed norms and principles with which members of international so-
ciety need to comply. In addition, without shared perceptions of justice
and fairness, institutional authority is likely to erode.
Why has the issue of institutional authority grown in importance, and

with it the debate about institutional legitimacy and accountability? Until
recently, scholars of international relations have tended to dismiss ques-
tions related to the legitimacy of multilateral organizations, focusing
instead on the causes and effects of institutions. Such lack of interest
originated to a large extent in the relatively weak authority international
institutions exercised. This changed, however, with the breakdown of the
bipolar system. Globalization has become the key driving force that im-
pacts on the workings of global, regional, subregional and domestic insti-
tutions; the challenge of addressing problems collectively and effectively
has significantly increased. The intrusiveness of international norms,
adopted at the global level, affects domestic debates on how societies
should organize themselves. At the same time, globalization mobilizes
growing resistance, especially at the level of developing countries. Such
resistance originates in the great asymmetry of power and influence
in the international system that relegates the majority of developing
countries to the role of ‘‘rule takers’’, with the powerful Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries setting
the agenda and monopolizing the roles of ‘‘rule creators’’ and ‘‘rule en-
forcers’’. In this context, unconstrained hegemonic power is of particular
concern, as Andrew Hurrell has rightly observed:
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If you want to solve problems in a globalized world, you cannot simply per-
suade or bully governments into signing treaties and are therefore inevitably
drawn to become involved with how other people organize their own societies.
This trend has been reinforced by the transformation of the security agenda
and this is one of the most important factors that has reshaped the debate
about legitimacy and, once more, complicated the exercise of hegemonic
power.12

Globalization, therefore, seems to foster the creation of a normative
sphere of influence. This is important especially for four reasons. Firstly,
those members of international society that are able to set the normative
agenda and define the dos and don’ts of world politics significantly re-
duce the political costs for achieving their preferred policy outcomes, as
the result is likely to enjoy broader international acceptance. Secondly,
the challenges of managing globalization have not only led to a diffusion
of power and problem-solving mechanisms but also to a diffusion of the
circle of participants in the normative debate, which may include a di-
verse group of actors such as international non-governmental organiza-
tions, transnational corporations and the international media. Thirdly,
states and institutions become deeply penetrated by increased normative
demands and consequently cannot escape from this debate. They may
provide platforms for intensive debate about the content, the justification
and the implementation of norms, acting as agents for norm diffusion and
socialization.13 Legitimacy depends a great deal on the ability of stake-
holders to win the normative discourse over a specific course of action.
This potential needs to be explored much further, as Keohane and Nye
have pointed out:

The problem of accountability for governance at the international level is not
the complete absence of mechanisms of accountability. The problem is that
the mechanisms are disarticulated. In a well-functioning domestic democracy,
political inputs – popular activity, media attention, interest group lobbying, par-
ties, elections, and formal legislation – are articulated together. There is a clear
pathway by which laws can be created; and when laws are enacted, regular pro-
cedures and organizations exist to implement, amend, and change those laws.
This is the procedural basis for democratic legitimacy. Internationally, how-
ever, the link between popular activity and policy is severely attenuated.14

Fourthly, the intrusiveness of globalization has blurred the borderline
between domestic and foreign policies, which has consequences for the
role of citizens and their involvement in what used to be an ‘‘external
affair’’:
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although citizens in democratic countries are usually less interested in foreign
affairs than in domestic issues, in some circumstances they can become acti-
vated and play an influential or even decisive role in key foreign policy deci-
sions. A policy is likely to activate citizens if it causes or threatens to cause
such severe harm to the interests, goals, and well-being of a large minority, or
even a majority, of citizens that they become aroused in opposition, political
activists arise to champion their cause, and political leaders are themselves
split.15

Globalization, and with it the intrusiveness of international norms and
transnational laws and regulations, has indeed started to concern and
activate citizens. The legitimacy and accountability of those institutions
that adopt wide-ranging rules and norms have become a serious issue
that cannot be ignored, as it might endanger the wider acceptance of the
constitutional framework of our international system. The question then
becomes: how can we achieve this? Democracy as a source of legitimacy
becomes deeply problematic in global institutions where a significant part
of the constituency can hardly be described as democratic. To whom is
the United Nations accountable? While the preamble of the UN Charter
seems to assume the existence of a global demos, that is ‘‘we the peo-
ples’’, the United Nations essentially is a global institution composed of
Member States. Any discussion of how to enhance the legitimacy and ac-
countability of the United Nations must take into account the limits of
applying democratic standards and best practices in the absence of a
strong sense of political community at the global level. Nevertheless,
there is a demand for basic standards that international institutions
should meet in order to achieve a wider perception of institutional poli-
cies and procedures as being just and fair.

The shadow of hierarchy

Multilateral institutions reflect the hierarchical structure of international
order. Asymmetries in the distribution of relative power generate a high
degree of inequality in institutional decision-making, which may nega-
tively impact on the problem-solving capacity of states and institutions.16
The principle of sovereign equality of states is severely eroded in a
hegemonic system.17 Yet international organizations may ‘‘flatten’’ the
hierarchical order by constraining the powerful and empowering the
weak. G. John Ikenberry has developed one of the clearest accounts of
how strategic restraint and institutional self-binding may help to maintain
hegemonic pre-eminence.18 Such logic depends, however, on the assump-
tion that international organizations have the legitimacy, authority and
capacity to solve problems.
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Achieving legitimacy and accountability: Five hypotheses

This section hypothesizes five guiding principles providing an overarch-
ing framework for achieving legitimacy and accountability of the United
Nations.

Hypothesis 1: Multiple forms of legitimation and accountability

Legitimacy and accountability should not be treated as absolute goods.
They rather constitute instrumental values that UN Member States need
to trade off against competing demands such as efficiency or informality.
The balance between those demands is fluid and context-driven. It needs
to be struck on a case-by-case basis. There is a strong case for softening
overly rigid principles of international law in order to enhance the effec-
tiveness of international organizations.

Hypothesis 2: Institutional authority

Legitimacy and accountability are directly linked to the political and
legal authority of the United Nations. Although separable, they are hard
to separate from institutional effectiveness and the underlying distribu-
tion of relative power between Member States. Authority appears as a
function of legitimacy, accountability and effectiveness.

Hypothesis 3: Process and substance

Institutions of global governance must be able to solve collective-action
problems. Ideally, the outcome will be perceived as just and fair by mem-
bers of international society.19 Processes without accountability run the
danger of becoming corrupt. Yet processes that do not produce substance
will lack output legitimacy and are unlikely to generate broad public sup-
port. Niklas Luhmann has argued, for example, that organizational pro-
cedures help to generate broad public acceptance, a level of general
tolerance, which is distinct from agreement with the specific decision at
hand.20 In consequence, although formal international organizations
tend to be ineffective, the primacy of procedures seems to make them in-
dispensable. Formal processes may help to achieve international accep-
tance of policies by generating a wider perception of justice and fairness,
which is the sine qua non of legitimacy.21 Broader acceptance is facili-
tated through a kind of Rawlsian ‘‘veil of ignorance’’, generating a level
of tolerance towards institutional decisions but without in-depth knowl-
edge of their future effects. The veil of ignorance constitutes a key
element in ultimately achieving what Robert Dahl has called the com-
mon good: ‘‘Our common good, then – the good and interests we share
with others – rarely consists of specific objects, activities, and rela-
tions; ordinarily it consists of the practices, arrangements, institutions,
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and processes that promote the well-being of ourselves and others – not,
to be sure, of ‘everyone’ but of enough persons to make the practices,
arrangements, etc. acceptable and even cherished.’’22

Hypothesis 4: Discourse and persuasion

UN legitimacy and accountability can be achieved only as part of a major
discourse between stakeholders. In this context, the world organization
must create a more productive space for norm diffusion and socialization.
Building stronger links between civil society and UN policy-making is of
particular concern. Here, international institutions must provide opportu-
nities for the expression of voice.

Hypothesis 5: Accountability starts at home

At the domestic level, accountability is achieved most prominently
through the holding of regular elections. International institutions lack
this essential feature. While the demand to enhance the transparency of
international institutions seems to be obvious, this should not obfuscate
the circumstance that accountability in fact starts at home: strengthening
domestic procedures such as the enhanced involvement of national par-
liaments in foreign policy-making. However, efforts to apply accountabil-
ity standards that can be found in modern democracies are bound to
remain piecemeal at the global level. Nevertheless, the analysis of domes-
tic procedures to enhance accountability may help us to develop at least a
sense of direction.

Practice: The UN Security Council

This section looks at the practice of the UN Security Council by testing
the working hypotheses as developed earlier. It illustrates the relation-
ship between systemic change and increased demands on the legitimacy
and accountability of Security Council working methods and procedures.
Here I will focus on three aspects: first, the emergence of the Council’s
informal consultations, the so-called consultations of the whole; second,
the article 24 crisis that unfolded as a result of the Council’s inability to
respond to major security challenges of the post–Cold War security envi-
ronment; and third, the role and impact of informal groupings of states –
contact groups, core groups, groups of friends – which proliferated in
response to this crisis. UN Member States adopted a wide range of other,
more direct, measures in the post–Cold War era that aimed at enhancing
UN legitimacy, transparency and accountability. As those developments
have already been very well covered and analysed elsewhere, I will not
repeat them here.23 In particular, I will highlight the impact of informal
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groups of states on Security Council decision-making. The section argues
that informal groups of states bear the potential to enhance the legiti-
macy and accountability of the Council.24 Informal groupings epitomize
a softening of overly rigid principles of international law. They may ulti-
mately increase the effectiveness of the Security Council and enhance its
institutional authority by decoupling the processes of diplomatic problem-
solving and its legitimation. In addition, informal groups may pro-
vide platforms for the exercise of ‘‘voice’’, allowing a discourse between
major stakeholders that do not have necessarily a seat on the Council
proper.

Informal consultations of the UN Security Council

Changes in the structural conditions of the international system have
forced international institutions to adapt policies and procedures in order
to maintain their problem-solving capacity. In essence, the breakdown of
the bipolar system exacerbated structural limitations of the UN Security
Council that had originated much earlier when the United Nations had to
adapt to changes resulting from decolonization. With the increase of UN
membership from 51 to 117 Member States between 1945 and 1965, the
balance of power in the Western-dominated General Assembly shifted in
favour of the post-colonial states. At the same time, the pressure on the
Security Council increased to achieve a more balanced geographical rep-
resentation of countries on that body: enlarging Council membership
should help to enhance the legitimacy and accountability of its decision-
making.

The enlargement of the Security Council in 1965 impacted on the intra-
institutional distribution of influence and power and resulted in a
decrease of Western dominance within the Organization.25 On a few oc-
casions the Council turned into a mini-General Assembly, degenerating
into a platform for the ideological battles between North and South. The
frequent recourse to article 31 of the UN Charter that allowed non-
members of the Council to participate in its formal meetings reinforced
such development.26 Related requests increased from the 1960s on-
wards.27 Informal consultations of the Security Council developed in di-
rect response to the growing ineffectiveness of formal meetings. The
procedure is mentioned neither in the UN Charter nor in the Security
Council Provisional Rules of Procedure. This innovation developed out
of practice. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 illustrate the sharp increase in informal
consultations between 1972 and 1982 and between 1988 and 2002 respec-
tively.28 In 1978 the number of informal consultations tripled from 38
to 113 meetings (fig. 4.1). This increase has to be seen in context, with
the completion of a separate room built for the sole purpose of holding
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informal consultations. This formalization of informal processes contrib-
uted to the significant increase of the consultations of the whole. The in-
crease in formal meetings since the end of the 1990s (fig. 4.2) is indicative
of the growing pressure on the Council to increase the legitimacy, ac-
countability and transparency of its decision-making. Public and thematic
meetings of the Council, which are open to the wider UN membership,

Figure 4.1 Formal meetings and informal consultations, 1972–1982
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provide space for public discourse, norm diffusion and socialization. Al-
though the retreat to informal consultations aimed at making Security
Council decision-making more effective, the downside of such consulta-
tions had already become obvious by the early 1980s. Various diplomats
and officials of the UN Secretariat repeatedly pointed to the ‘‘deliberate

Figure 4.2 Formal meetings and informal consultations, 1988–2002
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stalling, inaction, watered-down resolutions, secrecy, over-formalization
of an informal process, and lack of outside input’’.29
In conclusion, the narrative of the UN Security Council helps to de-

velop a better understanding of the difficulties in making decisions that
are legitimate, accountable and effective at the same time. Security
Council decision-making is characterized by the constant challenge to
strike a balance between the competing demands of legitimacy, account-
ability, informality, transparency and effectiveness. Such a process is fur-
ther complicated by the circumstance that the Council is a political body
serving as an instrument for the conduct of international diplomacy.
Watered-down resolutions, containing extremely ambivalent language,
are often the result of a fragile political compromise between Council
members. The legitimacy and accountability of the Security Council
therefore need to be discussed against the wider background of interna-
tional politics.

Article 24 crisis

The structural deficiencies of the UN Security Council worsened in the
post–Cold War era, which generated a permissive political context that
allowed the Organization to deal with more and more complex conflict
settings. At the same time the Council has been challenged by increased
normative ambitions of UN Member States and a lack of means (as well
as a lack of political will by some of its members) to deliver accordingly.
This could be well described as an article 24 crisis that essentially com-
prises three dimensions. The first relates to a crisis of representativeness.
The current debate on Security Council reform illustrates the prevailing
perception that the composition of the Security Council is neither geo-
graphically balanced nor does it reflect the current distribution of rela-
tive power among UN Member States. The second dimension relates to
a crisis of effectiveness, which illustrates a growing mismatch in the Secu-
rity Council between the willingness to take decisions and the allocation
of resources for their implementation. Those problems had been most
prominent in the cases of Srebrenica and Rwanda. The third dimension
relates to a crisis of decision-making, which is most prominent in the
Council’s selectivity in addressing some conflicts while ignoring others. The
article 24 crisis, and with it the structural constraints of the Security
Council, has in fact deepened against the background of the growing en-
gagement of the United Nations in worldwide peacekeeping operations.30
Figure 4.3 illustrates the causal relationship between systemic change

and challenges for institutional adaptation, which generated a gap not
only in the Council’s legitimacy, accountability and transparency but
also in its effectiveness. The proliferation of informal groupings of states
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in the post–Cold War era can be explained as one important response
to the tension resulting from those competing demands, as I will further
illustrate in the remainder of this section.

Informal groups of states

Why is it important to look at the dynamics between informal groups of
states and the UN Security Council?31 In order to answer this question,
we need to analyse first the reasons why those mechanisms emerged, and

Figure 4.3 Legitimacy and accountability gap of the Security Council: Causes
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look then at the role of the Security Council. Informal groupings of states
have assumed a range of critical functions in the management of risk and
the resolution of conflict. They also occupy a vital space between multi-
lateral governance, on the one hand, and traditional major power diplo-
macy, on the other. In essence, they tend to be self-selected groupings
that develop around a specific issue; their formation occurs ad hoc and
the meeting structure is informal; they develop a set of operational norms
governing, inter alia, membership, operational practices and decision
rules; and they can operate within the objectives of a resolution or man-
date adopted by the Security Council but outside its formal structures, or
they can exist wholly outside the UN framework. Informal groups of
states gained prominence as an important means through which UN
Member States seek to adjust and adapt to geopolitical shifts and the
dramatic changes that have taken place in the global security environ-
ment. Informal groups of states proliferated as a means of escaping from
the structural constraints of the Organization and coping with the new
challenges.
How do informal groups of states affect the role of the Security Coun-

cil? In a nutshell, while informal groups may help to generate some
output that cannot be achieved within the constraints of a formal organ-
izational framework, Security Council decision-making generates proce-
dural legitimacy that is important for creating a wider perception of
justice and fairness. Such a view is in accordance with Thomas Franck’s
understanding of legitimacy as ‘‘a property of a rule or rule-making insti-
tution which itself exerts a pull towards compliance on those addressed
normatively because those addressed believe that the rule or institution
has come into being and operates in accordance with generally accepted
principles of right process’’.32 Without proper process, legitimacy is hard
to achieve. Mutually agreed norms and principles guide the ways in
which members of international society should act or behave.33 How-
ever, the perception of legitimacy, including the question of whether
state action should be legitimized by a Security Council mandate or not,
may differ significantly from one country to another. Consequently, legit-
imacy will ultimately depend on who is gaining the monopoly of inter-
preting a given action as just and procedurally fair.34 Discourse and
persuasion are part and parcel of the legitimation process.
The structural conditions of the post-bipolar era have fostered devolu-

tion of crisis management to informal groups of states, with the UN Secu-
rity Council delivering the right process – that is, the legitimation for
state action. While the decoupling of crisis management from the process
of its legitimation is far from being new, it has been a significant pattern
from the mid-1990s onwards. This pattern was most visible when North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) member states intervened in
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Kosovo without authorization of the Security Council. The functions of
diplomatic problem-solving and legitimation are separable, though not
separate. Despite its structural deficiencies, the Security Council carries
a large degree of symbolic power that helps to create a perception of
legitimacy, as Ian Hurd has underlined.35 The article 24 crisis of the
Security Council makes this international institution ‘‘ineffective but
indispensable’’.36

In consequence, decentralizing core functions of the Security Council
may, in fact, enlarge the ownership of its decision-making. As Ngaire
Woods has observed, ‘‘the longer-term considerations of effectiveness re-
quire a more active and participatory membership than the traditional hi-
erarchical vision, and herein lies a powerful reason for applying lessons
of good governance to international institutions’’.37 If one applies three
core principles of good governance – participation, accountability and
fairness – enlarging the number of participants in Council decision-
making may lead to a wider perception of the Security Council being
more accountable and legitimate. Those complementary functions of in-
formal groups of states are, however, contingent upon whether these
groups of states operate within the objectives of the United Nations or
whether they act on their own account.

In conclusion, the dynamics between informal groups of states and the
UN Security Council may produce double-edged legitimacy and account-
ability in terms of procedure and output. Provided the Security Council
and informal groups of states act in complementary fashion, legitimacy
and accountability as the common good may be achieved.

Conclusions: Institutional authority and its discontents

This chapter has analysed the question of UN legitimacy and account-
ability from the perspective of the academic discipline of international
relations. While international institutions must adhere to minimum
standards of accountability and participation, there is a strong demand
for enhancing mechanisms that allow for better persuasion rather than
coercion. In addition, there is no one-size-fits-all strategy to make UN
politics more legitimate and accountable. UN legitimacy and accountabil-
ity tend to be the result of a rather complicated decision-making process
that needs to find a trade-off between competing demands such as infor-
mality, transparency and effectiveness. Only a world organization that is
able to provide effective solutions for collective-action problems will gen-
erate the public support needed to adapt to and deal with the challenges
of the early twenty-first century. Without effectiveness the institutional
authority of the United Nations will ultimately be undermined. Oxford
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don and novelist Lewis Carroll taught us long ago about the discontents
of authority. His famous character of Humpty Dumpty, the talking egg in
a cravat sitting on top of a wall and talking down to little Alice, epit-
omizes a satirical and ultimately dystopian view of authority that is pre-
tentious and without substance. Consequently, the episode of Humpty
Dumpty ends with his fall from the wall, depicting the great fall of false
authority.
What does this imply for UN legitimacy and accountability? In order to

reinstall the authority of the United Nations, institutional procedures
should allow for flexible participation of stakeholders to the greatest pos-
sible extent. The narrative of the Security Council in the 1990s suggests
already a change in the way the Council meets responsibilities under arti-
cle 24 to maintain international peace and security. The processes of dip-
lomatic problem-solving and its legitimation have become increasingly
decoupled. This development is naturally not without tensions. We
should study in greater detail how the dynamics between flexible ad hoc
mechanisms and formal institutions can be made mutually reinforcing,
and learn from those examples. They may provide answers to the ques-
tion of how to reconcile power and legitimacy in the conduct of global
affairs. Yet power must be exercised in a responsible way. The powerful
must consider the consequences for the weak whose lives may be trans-
formed by their decisions. The case for developing a common sense of
global ethics seems to be particularly strong.
Given the considerable structural constraints of the United Nations in

adapting its formal institutions, informal groups have the potential to
play a complementary role in enhancing the UN’s capacity as problem-
solver. Legitimacy and accountability are no absolutes, but may appear
in multiple forms. Adopting less rigid rules and more flexible procedures
is the avenue the United Nations and its Member States should pursue to
make UN politics more legitimate and accountable.
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5

Accountability of the United
Nations from the perspective of
international law

Kyoji Kawasaki

Introduction

Accountability seems always to accompany the attribution or delegation
of power from one person or entity to another. The delegated person is
accountable for his exercise of power towards the delegating person. In-
ternational organizations, including the United Nations, have compe-
tence conferred on them by the states which founded them, and their
powers are strictly limited to whatever is necessary to perform the func-
tions which their constitutive charters have defined.1 It seems, conse-
quently, quite natural for us to talk about accountability of the United
Nations at least towards Member States.
In this chapter, I will discuss the accountability of the United Nations

from an international law perspective. As appositely remarked by the
Committee on Accountability of International Organizations of the In-
ternational Law Association (ILA), the accountability of international
organizations is a multifaceted phenomenon, and the forms under which
accountability will arise may be legal, political, administrative or finan-
cial.2 It follows that our examination will touch upon only one facet of
the entire picture of UN accountability. It must also be added that such
internal order of the United Nations as staff regulations and employment
relations is beyond the scope of this chapter. Although it certainly in-
volves legal aspects, international or not, it seems to be better discussed
from the perspective not so much of international law as international ad-
ministrative law. On the other hand, in the context of UN accountability I
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will also discuss the responsibility of the United Nations. For the purpose
of international law, responsibility of an entity arises from the violation
of an obligation owed by the entity.

The United Nations is an international organization whose objects,
functions and powers are endowed by the UN Charter, i.e. a multilateral
treaty. In addition, the United Nations is a subject of international law,
and as such it holds international rights and obligations towards other
subjects of international law, including states and international institu-
tions. It follows from these that the United Nations and its organs are
continually requested to show that their daily activities are consistent
with the requirements and conditions set forth by the relevant conven-
tional and customary international law rules.

Apart from the physiological aspect just mentioned above, there may
be a pathological situation in which UN activities are manifestly contrary
to international law requirements. In such a case, the relevant UN organs
are required to rectify the decisions at issue or should take responsibility
for their breach of international obligations towards other international
law subjects.

Against this background, table 5.1 shows the whole scenario of UN ac-
countability from the perspective of international law.

In the first section of this table, international law, especially the UN
Charter, sets a framework for a variety of activities of the UN organs. In
this sense they are requested to explain, not only to the Member States
but also to the peoples of the United Nations, that their functions and
powers are exercised properly within the mandate of the Charter as well
as being based upon the requirement of fairness and justice. In this con-
text, I make a short reference to the emerging need for the transparency
of the sanctions regimes established by the Security Council (SC).

The second section concedes that it is not easy, both substantively
and procedurally, to confirm definitively the ultra vires acts of a UN
organ. This is because, substantially, UN organs, especially the Security
Council, have large discretion in exercising their powers; it is also

Table 5.1 Basic aspects behind UN accountability from the perspective of inter-
national law

Physiological aspect Pathological aspect

United Nations as
an organization

(1) Proper exercise of its
functions and powers

(2) Ultra vires acts
¼ nullity

United Nations as
a subject

(3) Enjoyment of the rights
and implementation of its
obligations

(4) Breach of obligations
¼ responsibility
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because, procedurally, each UN organ has a primary power to assess the
legality of its activities in light of the Charter, and there is no established
review procedure for the alleged ultra vires activities of UN organs. Not-
withstanding that point, it is generally recognized that even the Security
Council cannot derogate from jus cogens rules of international law.
The third section leads us to the fundamental question of whether and

to what extent international organizations, including the United Nations,
are similar to or different from states in terms of the extent and nature of
obligations to be owed. After examining this question I will discuss, by
way of example, the applicability of international humanitarian law rules
to UN peacekeeping operations.
The fourth section of table 5.1 deals with the responsibility of the

United Nations. This responsibility arises when a UN organ breaches an
international obligation towards some other subject of international law.
In this sense, responsibility is certainly narrower than accountability if
the latter does not necessarily presuppose the breach of an obligation.
Whether or not accountability includes responsibility will rest on the def-
inition of accountability. I will discuss some salient characteristics of the
responsibility of the United Nations in contrast with that of states, mainly
referring to the ongoing work of the International Law Commission on
the subject of the ‘‘responsibility of international organizations’’.
Before entering into the discussion, let me turn back to the notion of

accountability. Starting from the assertion that accountability constitutes
saying something or doing something, complementarily or accessorily, in
relation to the exercise of power delegated to you from someone else, I
think accountability is composed of three distinctive elements: first, a
subjective element, i.e. who is accountable to whom?; secondly, an objec-
tive element, i.e. on what matter should one be held accountable, and
what must be done or said in order to accomplish, or to be relieved of,
one’s accountability?; thirdly, a procedural element, i.e. does account-
ability occur with or without third-party intervention?

The United Nations as an organization of the international
community

Proper exercise of the powers endowed by the Charter

A variety of activities of the organs of the United Nations can be clas-
sified into three distinctive categories.3 The first is organizational or
self-organizational work. In this category we find, among other items,
the election of members of the main councils, the appointment of the
Secretary-General and the creation of subsidiary organs. With regard to
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the Security Council, articles 23 (composition), 27 (voting) and 28–
32 (procedure) of the Charter are all dedicated to (self-)organizational
activities.4

Secondly, the General Assembly and the councils issue resolutions
to ask Member States to do, or not to do, something. These resolutions
can be legally binding or not for the addressed Member States. Under
article 41 of the Charter, by way of example, the Security Council may
call upon the members of the United Nations to take economic sanctions
against a state that the Council has determined to have threatened
or breached the peace or committed aggression.5 Resolutions under arti-
cle 41 may be a legally binding ‘‘decision’’ for the Member States, as in
the case of resolution 661 (Iraq) in 1990,6 or they may remain a ‘‘recom-
mendation’’ without binding force, as in the case of resolution 217
(Southern Rhodesia) in 1965.7 Irrespective of their legal nature, resolu-
tions under this category set forth rules of conduct to be obeyed by the
Member States.8 In this sense, we can term these normative or directive
resolutions.

Thirdly, the organs of the United Nations, especially through their sub-
sidiary organs, take their own action in certain situations. Peacekeeping
operations are a typical example. We can term these as operational activ-
ity, as distinct from the normative activity seen above.

To the extent that the UN organs duly exercise their power under the
established procedures in the three fields of activity, there appears to be
nothing to blame the UN Organization for. In terms of the accountability
of international organizations, this state of affairs can be explained by the
principle of constitutionality.9 According to this principle, each organiza-
tion is under a legal obligation to carry out its functions and exercise
its powers in accordance with the rules of the Organization. Moreover,
organs and agents of the Organization must ensure that they do not ex-
ceed the scope of their function.

As I mentioned at the outset, accountability may play a complemen-
tary role to the mainstream exercise of powers of each UN organ. In this
context, along with the principle of constitutionality, several other ac-
countability principles can be pointed out. One is related to access to in-
formation.10 Documents of the United Nations should be available to all
concerned people as well as all Member States. In this context, it is re-
ported that an integrated one-volume report on UN activity, including fi-
nancial matters, was published in September 2006 for the first time in the
history of the United Nations.11

The following principles are also pertinent. International law recog-
nizes:
� the principle of supervision and control: i.e. parent organs have a duty
to exercise a degree of control and supervision over subsidiary organs
which corresponds to the functional autonomy granted
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� the principle of stating the reasons for decisions or a particular course
of action

� the principle of objectivity and impartiality.
Special mention must also be made of the principle of a participa-

tory decision-making process. Under this principle, according to the
ILA’s Accountability Committee, when taking or reviewing decisions on
coercive measures, organs should enable Member States whose interests
are specifically affected to express their view.12 According to a report
by Professor Bardo Fassbender, eight of the 10 sanction regimes now
working were established with the purpose of designating individuals
and entities as targets of sanctions. Targeted individuals are not informed
prior to being listed. The current delisting procedures place emphasis on
the states particularly involved. Whether the Security Council grants
a delisting request is entirely at the Council’s discretion, without legal
rules on the conditions for the grant.13 Against this background, there
is a growing concern for the introduction of a procedure ensuring just
and fair treatment for the targeted persons in the UN sanction regimes.
In December 2006 the Security Council adopted resolution 173014
with a view to addressing this concern. The resolution establishes new
‘‘delisting procedures’’ as well as a focal point within the Secretariat
to serve as liaison with the designated countries and receive delisting
requests. According to an observation by the UN High Commis-
sioner for Human Rights, although this constitutes a first step towards
ensuring fair and clear procedures for placing individuals and entities
on Security Council sanctions lists and for removing them, the mea-
sures taken so far remain far from being a comprehensive solution to
the problem.15

Ultra vires acts and their legal consequences

Needless to say, the organs of the United Nations should act within the
mandates and procedures provided by the Charter. In addition, as a mat-
ter of principle, it is undeniable that an act beyond the power given in the
Charter or with irregular procedures must be regarded as being without
legal effect. Nevertheless, the UN Organization, from the beginning, has
been confronted with situations not envisaged by the Charter. To cope
with such situations, a flexible approach has been inevitable for the
United Nations. In other words, a strait-jacket approach based on the
written Charter might hamper the effective functioning of the UN Orga-
nization. The bottom line of the flexible approach was well described by
the famous advisory opinion of the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in
the Certain Expenses case:
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when the Organization takes action which warrants the assertion that it was ap-
propriate for the fulfillment of one of the stated purposes of the United Na-
tions, the presumption is that such an action is not ultra vires the Organization.

In the legal system of States, there is often some procedure for determining the
validity of even a legislative or governmental act, but no analogous procedure
is to be found in the structure of the United Nations. Proposals made during
the drafting of the Charter to place the ultimate authority to interpret the
Charter in the International Court of Justice were not accepted; the opinion
which the Court is in course of rendering is an advisory opinion. As anticipated
in 1945, therefore, each organ must, in the first place at least, determine its own
jurisdiction. (Emphasis in original.)16

In the final analysis, the UN activities not in conformity with the Char-
ter provisions have been either crystallized into settled practice without
objection or abandoned by the relevant organ in response to objections
by Member States. So the attitude of Member States has been crucial
in this respect. The following two examples will illustrate this in the field
of the organizational activity of the Security Council and the General
Assembly.

In the Namibia case17 before the ICJ, South Africa contended that res-
olution 284 (1970) of the Security Council,18 which requested the advi-
sory opinion of the Court, was invalid, and therefore the Court was not
competent to deliver the opinion. In voting on the resolution two perma-
nent members, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom, had abstained.
South Africa presented an objection to the effect that the resolution was
consequently not adopted by an affirmative vote of nine members, in-
cluding the concurring votes of the permanent members, as required by
article 27, paragraph 3 of the Charter. The Court responded to this objec-
tion as follows:

the proceedings of the Security Council extending over a long period supply
abundant evidence that presidential rulings and the positions taken by mem-
bers of the Council, in particular its permanent members, have consistently
and uniformly interpreted the practice of voluntary abstention by a permanent
member as not constituting a bar to the adoption of resolutions This procedure
followed by the Security Council, which has continued unchanged after the
amendment in 1965 of Article 27 of the Charter, has been generally accepted
by Members of the United Nations and evidences a general practice of that
Organization.19

The UN Emergency Force (UNEF) I, which was established under res-
olution 998 (ES-1) of the General Assembly20 and dispatched to the Suez
region in 1956, was problematic in light of the condition set out in article
11, paragraph 2 of the Charter: ‘‘any such question on which action
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is necessary shall be referred to the Security Council by the General
Assembly’’. It is true that the International Court of Justice, in the Cer-
tain Expenses case in 1962,21 intended to justify the peacekeeping opera-
tions based on the GA resolutions by limiting the action referred to in
article 11(2) to coercive or enforcement action. But the list of UN peace-
keeping operations to date, which includes only two exceptional opera-
tions under GA resolutions, i.e. UNEF I and UNSF (West Irian),22 out
of a total over 60 missions, eloquently tells us that the General Assembly
itself has come to consider that peacekeeping operations are out of its
competence.
Turning to the normative and operational activities of the Security

Council, we can discern three salient developments after the end of the
Cold War.

From normative to operational

Under article 41 of the Charter, the Security Council may call upon the
Member States to apply measures not involving the use of armed force.
As we have seen above, article 41 thus enables the Security Council to
deliver normative or directive resolutions demanding Member States to
take certain courses of action. The Security Council, by its resolution
827 (1993),23 established the International Criminal Tribunal for the For-
mer Yugoslavia (ICTY). In so doing it was ‘‘acting under Chapter VII’’,
but it did not specify a particular article as a basis for this action. Before
the appeals chamber of the ICTY (interlocutory appeal on jurisdiction)
in the case of Tadic,24 appellant attacked the legality of the SC decision,
contending that the establishment of such a tribunal was never contem-
plated by the framers of the Charter as one of the measures to be taken
under that Charter, particularly in articles 41 and 42. In responding to
this objection, the chamber stated that the international tribunal matched
perfectly the description in article 41 of ‘‘measures not involving the use
of force’’. It then went on to say that ‘‘Logically, if the Organization can
undertake measures which have to be implemented through the interme-
diary of its Members, it can a fortiori undertake measures which it can
implement directly via its organs, if it happens to have the resources to
do so.’’ It would follow that, according to the decision of the chamber,
the Security Council can deliver operational as well as normative resolu-
tions under article 41 of the Charter.

From operational to normative

It is interesting to note that, in contrast with article 41, article 42 appears
to have come to accommodate not only the originally envisaged opera-
tional activity of the UN Organization but also the normative resolutions
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of the Security Council. Article 42 stipulates that the Security Council
may take such action by air, sea or land forces as may be necessary to
maintain or restore international peace and security.25 Thus article 42
originally envisaged operational activity of the Security Council through
a UN force. On 29 November 1990 the Security Council adopted resolu-
tion 67826 to authorize Member States to use all necessary means to re-
store international peace and security in the Gulf area. At the time of
the adoption of the resolution, it was commonly understood that all nec-
essary means included the use of force. Since then, the legality of author-
ization under resolution 678 has been much discussed. But, following
resolution 678, the Security Council has adopted a series of similar reso-
lutions authorizing Member States to use force in a variety of situations.
So now it will be safe to say that resolutions authorizing the use of force
constitute acquis of the Organization and may fall under article 42.

From obligation of solidarity to global legislator?

People nowadays appear to conceive roughly that, in employing Chapter
VII, the Security Council may take legally binding decisions towards any
state and on any issue. It must be said, however, that ‘‘Chapter VII’’ is
not a magic phrase to warrant such a conclusion. Apart from the fact
that SC decisions may not legally bind non-Member States of the United
Nations, in order to access the binding or obligatory force of the SC res-
olutions under Chapter VII, one has to distinguish three different types
of obligations in terms of the addressee.

First, when the Security Council adopts a legally binding decision to
take economic sanctions under article 41, the obligation to take sanction
measures will be owed by all the Member States except the targeted state.
In other words, every Member State other than the wrongdoing state has
the obligation to take measures against the latter state. In this sense, one
can call this type of obligation an ‘‘obligation of solidarity’’. This is a ba-
sic obligation firmly rooted in the collective-security regime of the UN
Charter. It must be added in this context that the obligation of solidarity
under the UN Charter does not extend to measures involving the use of
force.

In contrast, the second type of obligation is alleged to be owed by the
wrongdoing state for which sanction measures are planned. In this con-
text it must be recalled that the Security Council, in its resolution 748
(1992) concerning the Lockerbie incident,27 acting under Chapter VII of
the Charter, decided that the Libyan government must comply, without
any further delay, with paragraph 3 of resolution 731 (1992)28 regarding
the requests to hand over two persons suspected by France, the United
Kingdom and the United States. Resolution 748 thus appears to impose
a legal obligation on Libya to hand over the suspected persons to the
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requesting states. However, with regard to the substance of the dispute,
the Security Council may only make recommendations on the terms of
settlement under article 37, paragraph 2 of Chapter VI and article 39 of
Chapter VII. Against this background, in my opinion it would be difficult
to argue that resolution 748, in spite of its appearance, created a legal ob-
ligation upon Libya to obey the requests made by the concerned states.29
More problematic will be the third type of obligation that is alleged

to be imposed upon all the Member States without discrimination. In re-
sponse to the terrorist attacks of 9/11, the Security Council adopted reso-
lution 1373 (2001),30 in which, acting under Chapter VII, it decided that
all States shall take a variety of measures to prevent and suppress terror-
ist acts. Moreover, resolution 1373 established a committee of the Secu-
rity Council, consisting of all the members of the Council, to monitor
implementation of this resolution.31
If we turn next to targeted sanctions regimes, to which I have alluded

above, mention must be made of the 2005 Yusuf judgment of the Euro-
pean Court of First Instance.32 In this case the Court declared that it
was empowered to check, indirectly, the lawfulness of the resolutions of
the Security Council with regard to jus cogens. After examining the right
to property, the right to a fair hearing and the right of access to a court,
the Court reached the conclusion that the relevant SC decisions did not
set limitations to these rights in a manner contrary to jus cogens. This
judgment has at least three implications for international law: the exten-
sion of the effect of jus cogens to SC resolutions; the recognition of the
Court’s power to judge on the legality of the resolutions; and the ex-
panded possibility for such human rights rules as the right to property to
become jus cogens. While the first point should be accepted,33 the third
point is problematic inasmuch as the right to property is generally consid-
ered as a right susceptible to derogation in the case of public emergency.
With regard to the second point, it remains to be seen in the jurispru-
dence of the EC courts in the future.34

The United Nations as a subject of international law

International obligations incumbent upon the United Nations

The International Court of Justice, in the WHO and Egypt case in 1980,
stated: ‘‘International organizations are subjects of international law and,
as such, are bound by any obligation incumbent upon them under general
rules of international law, under their constitutions or under international
agreements to which they are parties.’’35 This section will discuss the ap-
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plicability of rights and obligations under the UN Charter, under treaties
to which the United Nations is a party and under general international
law rules.36

First, with respect to the UN Charter, it is evident that the UN Organ-
ization should be subject to the Charter, i.e. the constituent instrument of
the United Nations. However, if we look in detail into the Charter provi-
sions, we find that the rights and obligations enumerated there are, in
grosso modo, directed to the Member States. In contrast, what the Char-
ter endows to the organs of the United Nations are functions and powers.
Accordingly, in spite of the opinion of the ICJ cited above, respectfully, it
will not be easy to assume that rights and obligations under the Charter
will in fact be applied to the conduct of UN organs. The following epi-
sode illustrates the difficulty of direct application of rights and obligations
under the Charter to the UN Organization.

In the course of peacekeeping operations, UN missions may confront a
situation in which they are obliged to use force against an armed attack
by third parties. It must be said that, in such a case, they can employ
self-defence to justify their action. Thus the UN Office of Legal Affairs
unequivocally stated: ‘‘the use of force in self-defence is an inherent right
of United Nations forces exercised to preserve a collective and individual
defence’’.37 However, if we turn to look at article 51 of the Charter, we
find that it refers to self-defence only with regard to an armed attack on a
Member State. In the course of the codification of the rules on ‘‘Respon-
sibility of International Organizations’’, Special Rapporteur Giorgio
Gaja, in his third report, first introduced a draft article on self-defence
just the same as that for state responsibility: article 18 (self-defence)
‘‘The wrongfulness of an act of an international organization is precluded
if the act constitutes a lawful measure of self-defence taken in conformity
with the Charter of the United Nations.’’38 But the first reading text of
the article, which was adopted later by the International Law Commis-
sion, was slightly different: ‘‘The wrongfulness of an act of an interna-
tional organization is precluded if the act constitutes a lawful measure of
self-defence taken in conformity with the principles of international law
embodied in the Charter of the United Nations’’ (emphasis added).39 The
ILC, in its commentary on article 18, went on to state, without reserva-
tion, to the UN Organization: ‘‘In view of the fact that international or-
ganizations are not members of the United Nations, the reference to the
Charter of the United Nations has been replaced here with [the phrase
italicized above].’’

Secondly, with respect to international agreements to which the United
Nations is a party, there is no doubt that the United Nations is bound by
any obligation under an international agreement to which it is a party.
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Article 26 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties between
States and International Organizations or between International Organ-
izations (1986) stated: ‘‘Every treaty in force is binding upon the parties
to it and must be performed by them in good faith.’’40 Looking through
several international agreements to which the United Nations is a party,
we get an impression that most agreements would relate to the opera-
tional or organizational activities of the UN Organization.
Thirdly, whether or not, and to what extent, general customary inter-

national law rules may also apply to international organizations, includ-
ing the United Nations, is a matter to be scrutinized because most of
these rules have been created and developed among states. Generally
speaking, it seems that if the UN Organization exercises some ‘‘govern-
mental’’ activities similar to those of states, relevant general international
law rules will, with necessary changes, also apply to the UN activities. In
this regard, operational activities of the United Nations, especially such
activities carried out on a country’s territory, such as peacekeeping oper-
ations or interim administration, will be the first candidates to be subject
to relevant general international law rules, together with international
agreements between concerned parties.
More specifically, what must be recalled in this context is the ‘‘Secre-

tary-General’s Bulletin: Observance by United Nations Forces of Inter-
national Humanitarian Law’’ issued in 1999.41 This bulletin contains
several basic humanitarian law rules concerning protection of the civilian
population, means and methods of combat, treatment of detained per-
sons and protection of the wounded, the sick, medical and relief person-
nel, etc. Although technically speaking this bulletin remains an internal
document addressed to the UN staff, it is safe to say that it reflects gen-
eral international humanitarian law rules applicable to the UN Organiza-
tion in relation to other states and international organizations.
Lastly, again in the context of the targeted sanctions regimes of the Se-

curity Council, Professor Fassbender presents the following observation:

At present, customary international law does not provide for sufficiently clear
rules which would oblige international (intergovernmental) organizations to
observe standards of due process vis-à-vis individuals. To the extent that rules
of customary law exist with respect to such standards, they address obligations
of States in the sphere of domestic law, and not obligations of international or-
ganizations. However, a trend can be perceived widening the scope of custom-
ary law in regard to due process to include direct ‘‘governmental’’ action of
international organizations vis-à-vis individuals. To this development, the law
of the European Community (European Union) has strongly contributed. The
due process rights of individuals recognized as general principles of law are also
applicable to international organizations as subjects of international law when
they exercise ‘‘governmental’’ authority over individuals.42
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Breaches of obligations by the United Nations and their legal
consequences

If a state breaches an international obligation, that state should accept in-
ternational responsibility. According to the Articles on State Responsi-
bility,43 adopted by the ILC and endorsed by the General Assembly in
2001, state responsibilities comprise three main principles. First, the
wrongful state should cease the wrongful act. Secondly, the wrongful
state should make full reparation for the injury caused by the wrongful
act by such means as restitution, monetary compensation and satisfac-
tion. Thirdly, if circumstances so require, the wrongful state should offer
appropriate assurances and guarantees of non-repetition. Moreover, if
the wrongful state does not cease the breach of the obligation or does
not provide reparation through appropriate means, the injured state
may take countermeasures against the wrongful state. Countermeasures
mean, for the purposes of international law, the non-performance, for
the time being, of international obligations of the state taking the mea-
sures towards the wrongful state. The legal effect of countermeasures is
to preclude the wrongfulness of the non-performance of international ob-
ligations by the state taking such measures. In the following paragraphs, I
will pick up and discuss several peculiar points in the responsibility of in-
ternational organizations, including the United Nations, in comparison
with the state responsibility regime as summarized above.

First, the most likely case in which the UN Organization may incur in-
ternational responsibility for a breach of obligations will be one in which
it engages in operational activity on a certain state’s territory. Having
said this, in practice this possibility will not be much expected. The rea-
son is that, according to the model status-forces agreement for peace-
keeping operations enacted by the Secretary-General in 1990, even if
the operations may cause some damage to private persons, claims will
be treated as those of private law to be settled by a standing claims com-
mission.44 In addition, so-called ‘‘operational necessity’’ may function as
an exception to the rule of tortuous liability. According to this concept,
the United Nations incurs no liability for damage caused by the necessary
actions taken by a peacekeeping force in pursuance of its mandate.45
This observation shows a marked difference from inter-state claims based
upon the regime of diplomatic protection. The reason for the difference is
that, while in the case of diplomatic protection two states are located hor-
izontally, side by side, in the case of UN peacekeeping or interim admin-
istration the UN missions are exercising their powers, vertically, on the
territory of the host country with the consent of the latter.

Secondly, let me turn to the normative or directive activity of the UN
Organization. The ILC is now halfway through the codification work on
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‘‘Responsibility of International Organizations’’, finalizing in 2006 its first
reading on articles 1–30 that constitute part I of the draft articles: ‘‘the
international wrongful act of an international organization’’. For our pur-
poses here, one of the most interesting articles, which has no counterpart
in the state responsibility articles, is article 15 adopted in 2005.

Article 15: Decisions, recommendations and authorizations addressed
to Member States and international organizations

1. An international organization incurs international responsibility if it adopts
a decision binding a Member State or international organization to commit
an act that would be internationally wrongful if committed by the former
organization and would circumvent an international obligation of the former
organization.

2. An international organization incurs international responsibility if: (a) It au-
thorizes a Member State or international organization to commit an act that
would be internationally wrongful if committed by the former organization
and would circumvent an international obligation of the former organization,
or recommends that a Member State or international organization commit
such an act; and (b) That State or international organization commits the
act in question in reliance on that authorization or recommendation.

3. Paragraphs 1 and 2 apply whether or not the act in question is internation-
ally wrongful for the Member State or international organization to which
the decision, authorization or recommendation is directed.46

Although the drafting of the text must be further elaborated and the
implication of this article and its relation to other articles calls for further
study, the underlying idea is clear. The normative or directive activity of
international organizations, including the United Nations, may incur their
international responsibility to a state or an international organization
whose rights were disregarded.
Thirdly, with respect to the countermeasures mentioned at the outset

of this section, the UN Organization is also able to make recourse to
them if its international right is continuing to be infringed or adequate
remedy was not provided by the wrongdoing state or international organ-
ization. However, compared with a case where states are trying to take
countermeasures, the United Nations does not seem to have comparable
resources to be used for the purpose of countermeasures. It is true that,
as seen above, the United Nations must obey general international law
rules on human rights and humanitarian law. But these rules are not to
be derogated as a tool for countermeasures. Thus article 50 of the state
responsibility text enumerates, among obligations not affected by coun-
termeasures, obligations for the protection of fundamental human rights
as well as obligations of a humanitarian character prohibiting reprisals.
Moreover, it is also true that the United Nations sends its permanent or
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ad hoc missions to Member States, and they usually enjoy privileges and
immunities in host countries. But, unlike inter-state diplomatic relations,
its relations with the host states lack reciprocity. So if a host state violates
an obligation concerning privileges and immunities of a UN mission, the
United Nations cannot react reciprocally, violating the same or similar
obligations towards the host state. In the final analysis, what remains to
the United Nations as a resource for countermeasures is limited to tem-
porary suspension of bilateral agreements with the wrongful state or in-
ternational organization concerning, for example, technical assistance.

Fourthly, according to article 41 of the 2001 state responsibility text, if
a state makes a serious breach of an obligation under peremptory norms
of general international law, all other states shall cooperate to bring such
breach to an end through lawful means and shall not recognize as lawful
a situation created by the serious breach.47 But the role which the UN
Organization is expected to play in such a situation seems not so much
to assume the same obligations of non-cooperation and non-recognition
as to ask or demand all other states to do so. In this context, one can re-
member the fact that, after the Iraq invasion of Kuwait, the Security
Council, in resolution 662 (1990),48 after deciding that the annexation of
Kuwait by Iraq was null and void, called upon all states not to recognize
the annexation. In this case the Security Council was acting not as a sub-
ject of international law on the inter-subjective plane but as an (de facto)
organization of the international community.

Conclusion

In contrast to the accountability and responsibility of (independent)
states in international law, those of the United Nations are not free from
the shadow of the Member States. Member States are, as a matter of
course, structurally integrated in the decision-making process of the UN
Organization. It would follow that, in order to get the whole picture of
the accountability and responsibility of the United Nations, we should
also look at the other side of the coin: the accountability and responsibil-
ity of the Member States to the peoples of the United Nations as well as
their responsibility to the United Nations.49
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Managerial accountability and
the UN system

Tadanori Inomata

The purpose of the UNU Tokyo Symposium on Accountability held on
16–17 October 2006 at UN House, Tokyo, consisted in making policy
proposals for improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the UN system
organizations as a precondition for the organizations to play a leading
role in meeting the global challenges of the twenty-first century. As
stated in the terms of reference of the symposium, this process aims ulti-
mately at providing the global community, Member States and their
peoples with public accountability of the UN system’s management with
a view to basic objectives entrusted to it. The process deals with two
aspects: managerial accountability within the UN system and democratic
accountability of the UN system. The first aspect relates to objectives
and policy setting, and management of resources within the UN inter-
governmental forums. And the second aspect concerns the delivery of
output to the global community, including public scrutiny aimed at mak-
ing the objectives and policy of the UN system conform to global public
interests.

This chapter1 presents a preliminary analytical framework of how the
organizations of the UN system demonstrate their accountability in their
management and governance. It also attempts to identify lacunae in the
UN management and oversight mechanisms in the light of experiences
in such fields as humanitarian assistance and environmental governance
where system-wide coordination and governance are required.

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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Current management and governance framework

Generally speaking, any organization should have in place a clearly de-
fined governance framework for decision-making and a mechanism for
setting its agenda and its objectives, goals and policy, as well as a man-
agement framework for the implementation of the decisions taken with
the necessary resources made available to its administration. In the con-
text of domestic organizations, either governmental or private, there ex-
ists a single constitution, a body of law, by-laws, regulations and rules
that are relevant to their governance, organization, management and ad-
ministration. Therefore, it is easier to identify in the domestic context
what parameters should apply in performance evaluation of the organiza-
tion, who should be accountable to whom and for what the executive
head should be accountable in the discharge of his or her responsibilities.
The situation radically differs in the case of international organizations,

particularly those in the UN system. In view of their intergovernmental
nature and composition, not only their objective setting but also the exe-
cution and delivery by the administration of organizational decisions are
subject to the will of intergovernmental governing bodies composed of
Member States. Therefore, in order for an organization to sustain any
meaningful work, there should be a common mechanism to identify and
agree on concrete and clear objectives and on the benefit of multilateral
initiatives for Member States. Obviously, those who meet the expenses
of the Organization are reluctant to accept any open-ended commitment
to the activities of the Organization without being assured of the best
effective use of resources by pre-established oversight and evaluation
procedures.
However, it would be wrong to believe that governments take arbitrary

decisions on the management of international organizations on account
of the sovereign nature of their competence. On the contrary, they have
continued to seek to establish an elaborate system of procedures for the
governing body to approve collectively the programmes of the organiza-
tions, allocate appropriate funds for them and monitor the use and effects
of the programmes implemented, as well as providing delegated author-
ity to their executive heads and administrations, in return for the provi-
sion of transparency and accountability to them. This reflects the real
needs of Member States in tackling the common problems and issues
they identify. This sense of realism motivates States to define agendas
and adopt a set of goals, objectives and values within a framework of co-
operation concomitant with their national interests as well as with their
willingness to make resource commitments to agreed programmes.
It is obvious that what is called regime formation in international rela-

tions has been motivated by the realism of States to find in situ solutions
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to inter-state problems in which their interdependent interests are at
stake. However, the solutions that they have resorted to have been far
from complete and durable, rather ad hoc and short term and often du-
plicative in the long run. The result was that, as and when a new global
issue sprang up, an independent regime came into life, and the prolifera-
tion of international regimes over time increased the burden on Member
States to administer and manage complex institutions. This has imposed
on States the burden not only of making additional efforts to manage in-
dividual regimes better, but also providing effective governance to ensure
coherence and coordination among them.

Salient features of management and oversight lacunae

Fragmentation and proliferation in the decentralized UN system institu-
tions prevent the system from setting up a single governance and man-
agement framework. On the one hand, a number of salient features
in management methods and approach prohibit such a framework at the
intergovernmental level. Partly, these features are a corollary of the re-
luctance of Member States to make long-term policy and resource com-
mitments to durable and far-reaching systematic solutions to the
multilateral issues they confront. Also attributable to that reluctance is
increased use of voluntary contributions relative to the declining role of
assessed contributions, as well as Member States’ preference for zero-
growth budgeting. Part of this problem concerns a facility of the UN
funds and programmes to bear the cost of activities of a normative nature
out of their voluntary contributions, which tends to create confusion be-
tween normative and operational activities in the UN institutions. On the
other hand, there are built-in deficiencies in the methods and approach
employed in the management of the secretariats of the organizations.
These include a dichotomy between programming and budgeting, the in-
adequacy of system-wide management frameworks and the lack of a
mandatory framework for joint programming and financial appropriation
among the organizations.

Let us examine these features in the following paragraphs.

No single governance and management framework

There are diverse independent entities within the UN system, each of
which has its own governing body for setting objectives and making man-
agement decisions. Therefore, no single management and governance
framework exists within the system. This is inherent in the decentralized
nature of the structure of international institutions.
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Lack of coherent follow-up and implementation

Improvements in setting objectives and governance within the UN sys-
tem have yet to achieve all that could be desired. Various attempts have
been made from the inception of the United Nations through more than
six decades, ranging from the adoption of global platforms and action
programmes common to all institutions within the UN system through
UN-sponsored world conferences to the establishment of new funds,
programmes and organizations. Very often, a new organization has been
established when coordinated follow-up was required to ensure the im-
plementation of an adopted programme. But monitoring and implemen-
tation of the agreed actions were hortatory, relying upon the will of
stakeholders and constituencies in the sectors concerned.

Dichotomy between programming and budgeting

There is a dichotomy between programming and budgeting in almost all
normative bodies. Policy decisions are taken in isolation from resource
considerations, or vice versa. Member States are reticent to accept addi-
tional financial obligations as a direct consequence of their programmatic
decisions on the work of the Organization. Therefore, extra-budgetary
and voluntary contributions in money, goods and services are predomi-
nant in the economic, social and humanitarian sectors. The demarcation
between voluntary contributions and regular core resources is blurred. In
fact, the concept of expenses of the Organization in the meaning of article
17 of the UN Charter, which shall be borne by Member States as appor-
tioned by the General Assembly, seems no longer existent. Funding of
the UN system organizations is assured according to the convenience of
Member States and donors.
Under the circumstances, the ability of the organizations to deliver

programmes depends heavily on the ability of the programme managers
to interact with contributors and donors for fundraising. This situation is
detrimental to the public mission of ensuring transparency and account-
ability of UN organizations for mobilizing the necessary regular re-
sources against the objectives and mandated programmes in which they
are officially engaged.

Confusion between normative activities and operational activities

The demarcation between normative activities and operational activities
has also been blurred. For example, the regular core budget programmes
of the UN Development Programme (UNDP), the UN Children’s
Fund (UNICEF), the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)
and other UN funds and programmes cover research and policy devel-
opment components whose output is very similar to research and policy-
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formulation activities that should be financed by the regular budget of
the United Nations and specialized agencies. Although activities of this
type are germane to the development of technical guidelines for the op-
erations of the former category of organizations, the duplication with the
normative regular work in policy-making institutions is obvious.

Zero-growth-budget principle

The so-called zero-growth principle has been practised in the formulation
of the regular budgets of the organizations to accommodate the concerns
of the major contributors among industrialized Member States. However,
significant real growth and quantum jumps took place outside the regular
programmes of these established institutions. New needs of the world
community have been accommodated through the creation of separate
bodies, funds and programmes, peacekeeping operations, treaty bodies
such as the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization, inter-
national criminal courts and tribunals and new multilateral environmen-
tal conventions.

Lack of system-wide management tools

There are no reliable data and statistics to inform the public of how much
money is being spent by the UN system as a whole. This information is
fundamental to any systematic planning and management of interna-
tional organizations. The available data compiled by the Joint Inspection
Unit (JIU) indicate the UN system mobilized roughly $15.9 billion (ex-
clusive of the Bretton Woods institutions) in 2003 (see table 6.12). If the
expenses of the Oil-for-Food Programme are counted, the total resources
amounted to $22.1 billion. More recent data from the UN Chief Execu-
tives Board for Coordination (CEB), although not covering the Oil-for-
Food Programme and peacekeeping operations, indicate that the UN
system spent $21 billion of regular budget and extra-budgetary resources
inclusive of in-kind contributions in 2005.3 In addition, the expenditures
on peacekeeping amounted to $4.6 billion in year 2005/2006.4 If the ex-
penses of $341 million in 2005 on international criminal tribunals for
Rwanda and the former Yugoslavia and the International Criminal
Court5 are added, the total expenditures of the UN system amount to
$26 billion.

But, so far, the UN system has never been able to establish an account-
ing framework for measuring total available resources, nor has it at-
tempted to establish a process for common resource planning and
allocation. There used to be a reliable interagency report providing
more accurate breakdowns of resources spent by programmes, estab-
lished by programme sectors and subsectors based on the agreed Admin-
istrative Committee on Coordination (ACC)6 Programme Classification
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of programmes and resources in the system.7 But that has been discontin-
ued since 1995 for ‘‘unknown reasons’’, according to ACC senior officers,
notwithstanding confirmation of the resumption given to the JIU in 1999
and the active and favourable appraisal received from the Committee for
Programme and Coordination and the General Assembly.8
The results-based budgeting and management (RBBM) approach in

force for the last three biennia since 2002 is a successor concept to the
programme budgeting adopted in 1974 within the UN system. It has
been instrumental in visualizing specific, measurable, achievable, relevant
and time-bound (SMART) objectives in the budgeting in the United Na-
tions.9 On the recommendations of the Committee for Programme and
Coordination,10 the General Assembly, in a resolution11 adopted at its
resumed sixtieth session in May 2006, approved the benchmarking frame-
work for results-based management (RBM) proposed by the JIU as a
concept applicable to the United Nations and recommended consider-
ation of its application in other UN system organizations.

Table 6.1 Total budget of the UN system

Budgets of the UN system organizations

US$ million 2000 2001 2002 2003

1. UN system organizations
Regular budgets 3,046.6 3,051.5 3,318.5 3,334.4
Voluntary contributions 6,098.8 7,871.1 7,041.0 9,828.7

2. PKO (ending 30 June of the year
from July of previous year)*

1,765.1 2,383.2 2,751.6 2,499.8

3. ICTs
Rwanda 86.2 94 96.8 111.7

(A/57/5/Add. 11, p. 41 and A/59/5/Add. 1, p. 44)
Former Yugoslavia 106.1 108.5 125.9 162.4

(A/57/5/Add. 12, p. 41 and A/59/Add. 12, p. 30)
(57/288 and 58/254)

4. Total resources 11,102.8 13,508.3 13,333.8 15,937.0
[plus Oil-for Food Programme] [22,285.9] [24,687.3] [19,539.5] [22,091.3]

Memorandum items
Operational activities for development**
(a) All sectors 6,777.5 7,429.9 7,610.6 9,966.6
(b) Humanitarian assistance 1,755.4 2,102.7 1,545.0 3,019.9
Oil-for-Food Programme*** 11,179.0 11,179.0 6,203.0 6,203.0

Sources: A/57/265 and A/59/515, unless otherwise stated.
Notes: ICTs ¼ international criminal tribunals; PKO ¼ peacekeeping operations.
* A/58/5 (vol. II) and A59/5 (vol. II).
** Comprehensive statistical data on operational activities for development for
2003: ‘‘Report of the Secretary-General’’, A/60/74, tables 13 and B.1.
*** Report of the Board of Auditors.
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However, it has not been possible to establish a system-wide RBBM
resource management framework in the absence of commonly agreed in-
tergovernmental objectives among all organizations within the UN sys-
tem. Without such a global governance framework, the results-based
management approach simply exacerbated fragmentation and compart-
mentalization of the activities of the organizations, although it contrib-
uted to sharpening objectives and output of individual organizations
dealing with specific sectors concerned with ensuring linkages between
objectives and resources.

Persistence of archaic interagency coordination concept

The traditional concept of so-called interagency coordination is still pre-
vailing; namely, Member States believe that the administrations of UN
agencies tend to duplicate their activities despite the will of Member
States. To them, the only panacea has appeared to be a call for better in-
teragency coordination at the administrative level. Obviously, there is an
inherent limit to such coordination. Unless the governing bodies’ deci-
sions are coherent and clear in resource allocation on common ventures
among agencies, there is no chance for effective coordination. The cur-
rent coordination framework of the UN CEB, composed of executive
heads of agencies, is run mostly on a post factum basis, respecting the
fait accompli committed by their governing bodies with respect to their
own programmatic and financial decisions. There is no mandatory frame-
work to enable the administrations to negotiate and agree ex ante in a
proactive way on system-wide programmes and projects.

Management and oversight lacunae in play

Examples of the above lacunae can be identified in such sectors as hu-
manitarian assistance and environmental governance.

Lacunae in the humanitarian assistance system

The fundamental principles governing UN humanitarian assistance are
contained in the guiding principles in the annex to the landmark UN
General Assembly resolution 46/182 of 19 December 1991.12 The Assem-
bly decided that humanitarian assistance should be provided on the
principles of humanity, neutrality, impartiality and independence. Recog-
nizing the central role of the United Nations in international humanitar-
ian assistance, these principles are designed to facilitate delivery of
humanitarian assistance in international public goods in a non-excludable
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and non-rivalrous way, on time, to all victims, without discrimination and
regardless of gender, race and nationality.
On the basis of these principles and the Guiding Principles on Internal

Displacement,13 the Inter-Agency Standing Committee (IASC)14 has de-
veloped some 25 policies, principles and guidelines for humanitarian as-
sistance (see table 6.215). These documents are produced essentially for
the use of the humanitarian assistance organizations participating in the
work of the IASC.

Lessons learned from the Indian Ocean tsunami disaster

However, the UN humanitarian system has continued to face inveterate
lacunae in implementing these principles and rules, as evidenced by the
Joint Inspection Unit in its review of lessons learned from the Indian
Ocean tsunami disaster.16 The tsunami of 26 December 2004 triggered
one of the deadliest and most devastating disasters in living memory.
While the international community displayed unprecedented solidarity
in providing financial, technical and logistical support to the region, in-
cluding the largest modern peacetime deployment of military assets in
the history of the United Nations, the unprecedented scale of the catas-
trophe, its transboundary nature and the magnitude of the resources in-
volved in the international response to the disaster entailed enormously
complex operations and shed light on the shortcomings of the existing
global humanitarian system, as summarized below:
� there are lacunae in principles and policies applied in international hu-
manitarian assistance, which are predominantly of an interagency na-
ture with little ownership of the affected countries and communities
over these principles and policies

� the system is fragmented among too many actors involved on the
ground

� dichotomies and disjointedness exist between relief and recovery
through mitigation stages

� the system has no governance and management framework to cope
with large-scale disasters

� resources mobilized in the humanitarian field accounted for the largest
part of resources of the UN system devoted to development, but with
little accountability and coordination over their use.
Let us examine these shortcomings in some detail.

Lacunae in principles and policies applied in international humanitarian
assistance
First, although the principles and policies applied in international human-
itarian assistance were developed internationally and received political
blessing from the UN General Assembly, they have not been formally
approved by it.
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Table 6.2 Policies, principles and guidelines developed by the Inter-Agency
Standing Committee

The Inter-Agency Standing Committee has developed various policies, principles
and guidelines on humanitarian assistance; the UN Humanitarian Coordinator is
supposed to promote these and monitor their implementation.* These include
the existing policies listed below as well as new ones as they are developed,
adopted and issued by the IASC.**

� Consolidated Appeal Process Guidelines (1994)
� IASC Plan of Action for Strengthening the Consolidated Appeals Process
(CAP) (2002)

� IASC Appeal and Strategy Documents (2003)
� Guidelines on the Use of Military and Civil Defence Assets in Disaster Relief
(1994)

� Guiding and Operating Principles for the Use of Military and Civil Defence
Assets in Support of Humanitarian Operations (1995)

� Guidelines on the Use of Military and Civil Defence Assets to Support United
Nations Humanitarian Activities in Complex Emergencies (March 2003)

� Exit Strategy from Relief to Development (1995)
� Respect for Humanitarian Mandates in Conflict Situations (1995)
� Guidelines for HIV/AIDS Interventions in Emergency Settings (1996)
� Revised Guidelines for HIV/AIDS in Emergency Settings (2003)
� Exit Strategy for Humanitarian Actors in the Context of Complex
Emergencies (1997)

� Policy Statement for the Integration of a Gender Perspective in Humanitarian
Assistance (1999)

� Guiding Principles on Internal Displacement (1999)
� Policy Paper for Protection for IDPs (1999)
� Guidelines for Field Staff Promoting Reintegration (Golden Rules) (2000)
� Inter-Agency Contingency Planning Guidelines for Humanitarian Assistance
(2001)

� Recommendations on UN/Non-UN Field Security Collaboration (2001)
� Plan of Action on Protection from Sexual Exploitation in Humanitarian Crises
(2002)

� Growing the Sheltering Tree: Protecting Rights Through Humanitarian Action
(2002)

� Frequently Asked Questions on International Humanitarian, Human Rights
and Refugee Law in the Context of Armed Conflict (2004)

Source: IASC website, available at www.humanitarianinfo.org/iasc/content/
products/default.asp, except where otherwise stated.
* Source: Revised Terms of Reference for the Humanitarian Coordinator, 2003.
** Since the adoption of the Revised Terms of Reference for the Humanitarian
Coordinator in 2003, new policies, principles and guidelines have been issued by
the IASC. Additions developed since 2003 include:
� Technical Guidelines for the CAP 2006 (2005)
� Guidelines for Flash Appeals (2005)
� Guidelines for Gender-based Violence Interventions in Humanitarian Settings
(2005)

� IASC Package on Internal Displacement (2004)
� Operational Guidelines of Human Rights in Natural Disasters (2006)
� Guidelines for the Use of the Self-Assessment Tool (2005)
� Field Guidelines for Assessing the Humanitarian Implications of Sanctions (2004)
� Exit Strategy for Humanitarian Actors in Conflict Situations (2003)
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Despite this weakness, the agencies working in the IASC claim that
these instruments should be used by the member organizations as if they
had the legal status of international conventions governing the operations
of the international humanitarian community. They have displayed their
internal agreement that one of the primary objectives of the IASC was
to ‘‘advocate common humanitarian principles to parties outside the
IASC’’.17 The Inter-agency Task Force for Disaster Reduction (IATF)
has also tried to externalize its internal platform that seeks to promote
disaster reduction in a concerted manner, particularly through dialogue
and ‘‘consensus-building among sectors both within and outside the
United Nations system’’. In general, the IASC and IATF presuppose
that the affected countries and the bilateral donors are parties to their
policies and procedures framework.
But, in reality, the experience of the large-scale disaster on the occa-

sion of the December 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami demonstrated that
most of these policies and principles remained unknown to operators in
the field and had not been incorporated in the national regulatory frame-
works for disaster management. Moreover, there exist no clear and co-
herent regulatory agreements on disaster management and humanitarian
assistance, except for the Tampere Convention on the Provision of Tele-
communications Resources for Disaster Mitigation and Relief Opera-
tions of 1998.18

Institutional deficiencies in the UN humanitarian system
The current UN humanitarian system is characterized by the fragmenta-
tion of tasks and responsibilities split among too many institutions and
actors involved on the ground. This is illustrated in figure 6.1.
There are also many players and lead agencies active at the respective

stages of disaster management transition (see fig. 6.2). Despite its imper-
ative need, there is no central intergovernmental forum providing gover-
nance and intergovernmental directives for the overall operations of
humanitarian assistance and disaster reduction throughout the entire
risk management process.
Dichotomies and disjointedness are prevalent between relief and re-

covery through mitigation stages despite repeated calls by the General
Assembly for integrated management of the disaster cycle. In fact, one
of the UN’s fundamental tenets of emergency humanitarian assistance,
contained in General Assembly resolution 46/182, states that the assis-
tance ‘‘must be provided in ways that will be supportive of recovery and
long-term development’’ and requires that ‘‘development assistance or-
ganizations should be involved at an early stage’’ to ‘‘collaborate with
those responsible for emergency relief and recovery’’. The UN humani-
tarian assistance system still lacks a transition mechanism that enables
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Figure 6.1 Current institutional scheme of disaster reduction and response
Key:
CERF Central Emergency Response Fund
CEPREDENAC Centre for Disaster Prevention in Central America
CHAP Common Humanitarian Action Plan
ECHA Executive Committee on Humanitarian Affairs
ISDR International Strategy for Disaster Reduction
INSARAG International Search and Rescue Advisory Group
PPEW Platform for the Promotion of Early Warning
SUMA Humanitarian Supply Management System
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all the humanitarian organizations related to disaster management and
risk reduction as well as development to provide a continuum of seamless
and smooth coordinated assistance to disaster-affected countries through-
out the entire disaster management process.
There is an alarming institutional divide between disaster response and

reduction embodied in two system-wide coordinating mechanisms on di-
saster management: one for international emergency humanitarian assis-
tance undertaken by the UN humanitarian organizations, and another for
disaster risk reduction under the International Strategy for Disaster Re-

Figure 6.2 Sphere of competence of entities related to international humanitarian
assistance at disaster management stages
Source: UN Joint Inspection Unit (2006) Towards a United Nations Humanitar-
ian Assistance for Disaster Response and Reduction: Lessons Learned from the
Indian Ocean Tsunami Disaster, JIU/REP/2006/5, Annex V.
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duction. This dichotomy has been an impediment to the strategic man-
agement of relief leading to rehabilitation and development.19

The successive stages of disaster management are handled by different
coordinating agencies without a coherent system of transition from one
stage to another. Most international emergency assistance in cases of ma-
jor disasters is organized and coordinated under the aegis of the Office
for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs in accordance with the pol-
icies established by the IASC within the UN system. The OCHA coordi-
nates and promotes emergency humanitarian assistance through such
mechanisms as its consolidated appeal process and flash appeals, the
Central Emergency Response Fund and its assistance and advocacy tools,
such as the Humanitarian Information Centres, ReliefWeb and Inte-
grated Regional Information Networks (IRIN). When it comes to the re-
covery stage, where developmental agencies such as the UNDP and the
World Bank take charge of the disaster-affected countries, the infrastruc-
ture that was built up by the OCHA for humanitarian assistance in local
communities at the emergency stage can rarely be handed over to them,
as its presence has already been phased out.

On the other hand, disaster risk reduction and mitigation efforts are
managed within the framework of the International Strategy for Disaster
Reduction (ISDR), created in 2006 by the Global Platform for Disaster
Risk Reduction (established in 2006), a Secretariat-sponsored high-level
gathering of government officials, Secretariat experts and representatives
of NGOs: a successor body to the IATF for the coordination of system-
wide activities on the implementation of the strategy. However, the ini-
tiatives developed under the ISDR, such as disaster prevention, mitiga-
tion and preparedness, are yet to be mainstreamed in the recovery and
development stages.

Quest for governance and management framework to cope with
large-scale disasters
In the wake of the tsunami disaster the World Conference on Disaster
Reduction, convened by the United Nations in Kobe, Japan, in January
2005, adopted the Hyogo Framework for Action 2005–2015, subtitled
‘‘Building the Resilience of Nations and Communities to Disasters’’,20
which represented intergovernmental consensus on the modalities for in-
tegrating all phases of humanitarian assistance in disaster reduction and
response, including early warning and emphasizing the needs of the
most vulnerable groups in society. The General Assembly at its sixtieth
session in December 2005 endorsed this consensus. It remains to be seen
whether the consensus thus established can make a breakthrough to
overcome the impediment to the strategic management of the transition
deriving from the institutional dichotomy mentioned above.
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The lessons learned from the Indian Ocean tsunami disaster indicated
the need for more adequate principles and guidelines for humanitarian
assistance and their application to be developed through an intergovern-
mental mechanism that would provide a robust system-wide governance
and strategic management framework in this sector. Lack of such a
framework within the UN system organizations – despite the call of the
Secretary-General for consolidating and grouping humanitarian and hu-
manitarian-related matters under a single ‘‘humanitarian umbrella’’
agenda – could negatively affect the mobilization, management and allo-
cation of resources for international humanitarian assistance within and
outside the UN system.
In other words, the current governance mechanism, led by the General

Assembly and the Economic and Social Council, has been handicapped
by the absence of specialized intergovernmental support bodies for
system-wide coordination. Under the circumstances, the UN system has
little scope for demonstrating democratic accountability.

Management and financial accountability
There are no readily available data and statistics for the entire UN sys-
tem to assess mobilization and use of resources in the field of humanitar-
ian assistance accurately. Despite the effort of the OCHA to elaborate its
financial tracking system, compiling global commitments and expendi-
tures on disaster assistance, the UN system still lacks a system-wide stra-
tegic resources planning and management framework that provides
financial and administrative accountability.
According to compilations by the JIU, the UN system spent annually

US$2.1–4.8 billion on humanitarian assistance over the first six years in
the 2000s.21 Faced with exponential growth in the number of disasters,
assistance by the system continued to grow faster than in any other sector
from 1999 to 2003 and amounted to US$3 billion in 2003, accounting for
roughly 30 per cent, the largest share, of the expenditure of the UN sys-
tem on operational activities for development. The magnitude of the fi-
nancial resources devoted to this sector in the UN system is significant
(see fig 6.3).
However, unearmarked general resources that the system received

amounted to about US$1 billion, representing barely 15 per cent of the
US$7 billion aggregate humanitarian assistance made available by the in-
ternational community. Such a modest share does not provide the UN
system with resources commensurate with its central coordinating role in
international humanitarian assistance.
As regards management and financial accountability of the human op-

erations, one should note from the experience of the Indian Ocean
earthquake tsunami that only half of the required commitments to emer-
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gency and early-recovery assistance were disbursed one year after the di-
saster. Most of the $14 billion in commitments to long-term recovery,
made on the occasion of the flash appeals for assistance to tsunami-
stricken countries, were yet to be disbursed after two years. The OCHA’s
financial tracking system does not provide the public and Member States
with adequate information on the use of the resources raised through the
consolidated appeal process and its flash appeals, nor the status of
the projects for which the funds were raised. The UN system organiza-
tions have paid little attention to monitoring the actual use of these
huge contributions.

Nevertheless, the views of Member States expressed in General As-
sembly resolutions 62/9122 and 62/9423 of 17 December 2007 indicate in-
cipient signs of their prise de conscience that deserve being closely
monitored. They consisted in calling upon ‘‘the relevant organizations of
the UN system to pursue efforts to improve the humanitarian response to
natural and man-made disasters and complex emergencies by further en-
hancing transparency, performance and accountability’’. These efforts
would consist, in particular, of ‘‘enhancing financial transparency and ac-
countability with respect to the channeling and utilization of resources,
including, as appropriate, through the involvement of international pub-
lic auditors’’, and ‘‘donors and recipient countries by means of a unified
financial and sectoral information online tracking system’’ in order to
‘‘highlight the importance of timely and accurate information on assessed
needs and the sources and uses of funds’’.

Figure 6.3 Share of expenditures on operational activities of the UN system by
sector, 2003
Source: UN Joint Inspection Unit (2006) Towards a United Nations Humanitar-
ian Assistance for Disaster Response and Reduction: Lessons Learned from the
Indian Ocean Tsunami Disaster, UN Doc. JIU/REP/2006/5, p. 4.
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Lacunae in environmental governance

Proliferation of environment-related initiatives

Continuing deterioration of the overall state of the global environment
and growing concern about sustainable development led to the creation
of the UN Environment Programme (UNEP) in 1972. This was followed
by the establishment of other environment-related institutions, such as
the Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD), numerous multilat-
eral environmental agreements (MEAs), the Multilateral Fund for the
Implementation of the Montreal Protocol and the Global Environment
Facility.
The environmental sector is characterized not only by the diversity of

these environmental institutions but also by the overlapping of activities
between these institutions and global and regional cooperative pro-
grammes and frameworks that are involved more or less actively in
some environment-related activities. Furthermore, it has been accompa-
nied by the existence of multiple intergovernmental and inter-secretariat
coordinating bodies (see fig. 6.4).
As the environment is a very popular subject, every organization in the

UN system has some environmental activities and projects to attract vol-
untary contributions from donors, thus perpetuating their survival. Simi-
lar to the humanitarian sector, this sector is also subject to confusion
between normative and operational activities, and between the modal-
ities of funding these activities.

Towards governance of sustainable development

Adding to the institutional fragmentation is the lack of a modus operandi
to govern and manage the relationship between sustainable development
and environmental protection. In the context of agreements at the Rio
Earth Summit and the Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable De-
velopment, sustainable development is meant to be a development pro-
cess to meet the needs of the present generation without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. And integrating
its three components – economic development, social equity and environ-
mental protection – as interdependent and mutually reinforcing pillars
should achieve sustainable development.24
A variety of General Assembly and ECOSOC resolutions, notably GA

resolution S-19/2 of 28 June 1997,25 stated that good governance for sus-
tainable development consists in properly constructed strategies to en-
hance prospects for economic growth and employment and at the same
time protect the environment. On the other hand, the UNEP Governing
Council/Global Ministerial Environment Forum (GC/GMEF) held in

150 TADANORI INOMATA



Figure 6.4 Fragmented landscape of environmental governance within the UN
system
Key:
M or ! Management and/or operational reporting channels
– Cooperative relations/consultations
. . .Ad hoc relations
CAP – compliance assistance programmes of UNEP
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Cartagena in 2002 adopted the ‘‘Cartagena Package’’ on international
environmental governance,26 according to which environmental gover-
nance consists of mainstreaming environmental protection into develop-
mental and economic policies through the development of a system-wide
coherent policy, as well as resources management for its implementation.
Theoretically, a consensus seems to exist within the UN system as to the
definition of and relationship between the concepts of sustainable devel-
opment and environmental protection.
But, in practice, governance of sustainable development and environ-

mental governance are not so easy to achieve, as there is no consensus
on how to reconcile the competing priorities of the three components of
sustainable development.
At the national level there exists a long-term approach and a mecha-

nism to reconcile the interests in play.27 However, the UN system has
never been able to establish such a process, nor has it had a mechanism
to ensure it. As addressed above, ever-growing involvement of interna-
tional organizations and bilateral donors in strengthening norms, capacity
building, networking and funding in the environmental field exacerbated
institutional fragmentation and duplication of policies and operations
of international environmental initiatives. These initiatives, springing up
after the Earth Summit in 1992 and the WSSD in 2002, have eroded
UNEP’s embracing mandate for global environmental governance.

Salient features deriving from lacunae in UN accountability and
environmental governance

Under the circumstances, lacunae in accountability and environmental
governance within the UN system feature the following:
� lack of coordination, coherence and cooperation at global level (frag-
mentation)

� inadequate implementation and coordination at national level
� absence of programmatic and planning instrument for system-wide co-
ordination

� lack of intergovernmental ownership in interagency coordination
� need for synergy of control measures among MEAs, such as between
the Kyoto and Montreal Protocols

� inadequate implementation, compliance and enforcement (developing
countries)

� lack of harmonization in reporting requirements
� gaps in scientific assessment and information
� absence of environmentally sound procurement policy in international
organizations

� inefficient management of resources (competition for funds).
Let us address these features in some depth.
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Coordination mechanism
The UN system secretariats established the Environmental Management
Group (EMG), with the support of the General Assembly in its resolu-
tion 53/242 of 1999,28 for the purpose of enhancing interagency coordina-
tion among the UN agencies, funds and programmes and the secretariats
of MEAs in the field of environment and human settlements. It meets
under the chair of the UNEP Executive Director, who reports on its ac-
tivities to the UNEP GC/GMEF. The most important goal of the EMG
was to promote a so-called issue management approach to key areas of
environmental and human settlements concern. That is aimed at achiev-
ing, on an issue-by-issue basis, effective management, coordination, joint
action, rational and cost-effective use of capacities and resources and fa-
cilitating linkages among MEAs, and between the activities under the
MEAs and relevant activities elsewhere in the international environmen-
tal governance system.

On the other hand, from 1993 until 2001 the Inter-Agency Committee
on Sustainable Development (IACSD) existed for interagency coordina-
tion in the area of sustainable development. Its role was to identify major
policy issues relating to the follow-up by the UN system and to advise the
ACC on ways and means of addressing them so as to ensure effective
system-wide cooperation and coordination in the implementation of
Agenda 21, the Programme of Action for the Sustainable Development
of Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and other UN Conference
on Environment and Development (UNCED) outcomes. It provided co-
ordinated policy positions as input to the Commission on Sustainable
Development. In 1988 the CEB disbanded it and took steps through its
High-level Committee on Programmes to establish or strengthen inter-
agency collaborative arrangements in the key areas of freshwater, water
and sanitation, energy, oceans and coastal areas, and consumption and
production patterns. Specific actions taken included the establishment of
various sector groups: UN-Water, UN-Oceans, the International Strategy
for Disaster Reduction, the Marrakesh Process on sustainable consump-
tion and production patterns and UN-Energy.

From the above, it is obvious that there are two sets of coordinating
mechanisms building up: one in UNEP on environmental protection and
another in the CEB purview on sustainable development. Irrespective of
any theoretical or juridical explanation of their relationships, one cannot
deny considerable overlapping of their tasks.

At the country level, the UN agencies are yet to generalize the use of
the Common Country Assessment and UN Development Assistance
Framework (CCA/UNDAF) processes to mainstream environmental
protection in development policy. Although compliance with MEAs
should take place at the country level as the responsibility of the
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contracting parties concerned, the UN resident coordinators and the sec-
retariats of the MEAs have made few efforts to promote the implementa-
tion of MEAs in the CCA/UNDAF processes.

Programmatic and planning instrument for system-wide coordination
The UN system is still to develop a common fundamental programmatic
instrument spelling out who does what and how their commonalities of
interests can be enhanced.
Under the implementation frameworks of the Millennium Develop-

ment Goals, the CEB has identified 27 mechanisms for international
cooperation to ensure environmental sustainability, such as the GEF,
UN-Water, the Water Assessment Programme, the Global Environment
Monitoring System (GEMS), Cities Alliance, the ISDR, UN-Oceans, the
Global Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environ-
ment from Land-based Activities (GPA), Millennium Ecosystem Assess-
ment, etc.29
On the other hand, UNEP has compiled a list of joint projects and pro-

grammes undertaken with other UN system organizations relevant for
the activities of MEAs in the areas of world climate impacts assessment,
biodiversity, protection of regional seas, marine pollution, chemicals and
waste control, customs and illegal trade, harmonization of reporting
under MEAs, health and environmental initiatives and education for sus-
tainable development and advocacy. As of September 2007 there were 49
of them in partnerships with a number of specialized agencies (the FAO,
UNESCO, IMO, World Bank, WMO, IFC, ILO, WHO), with UN funds
and programmes (the UNDP, WFP, UNITAR, UNU-IAS, UNOPS,
UNCTAD, UN-HABITAT, UNFPA) and with MEAs secretariats such
as the UNFCCC and UNCCD.
In the light of the foregoing, it is still not clear how the UN system

should integrate these networks and a series of joint programmes as a
programmatic and planning instrument for system-wide coordination.

Lack of intergovernmental ownership in interagency coordination
Most environmental management issues have been left to the discretion
of the secretariats, probably because of the technical and scientific nature
of environmental protection. Most coordination issues have been per-
ceived at the administrative level and dealt with among the secretariats
of international organizations. The issue of synergies among the various
MEAs has also been approached with the aim of achieving coherence be-
tween the operations of the conventions’ secretariats. The Environment
Management Group and the CEB environmental sector groups are es-
sentially secretariat bodies and subject to the ‘‘principles of subsidiarity’’
for decision-making among them. That means these interagency bodies
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should make their decisions at the lowest level, but obviously cannot take
decisions contrary to the interest of any of their organizations.

In the absence of explicit directives from Member States, the organi-
zations have not established even a basic administrative discipline to
implement environmentally sound procurement. For example, none of
the UN system organizations except for the United Nations University
and the International Atomic Energy Agency implements ISO 14001
standards.

Need for synergy of control measures among multilateral environmental
agreements
The international community is not equipped with a regular mechanism
to solve substantive contradictions in control measures between the envi-
ronmental conventions, for example between the Kyoto Protocol and
the Montreal Protocol regarding the use of alternative substances and
technology to replace chlorofluorocarbons and other ozone-depleting
substances by hydrochlorofluorocarbons and its by-product hydrofluoro-
carbons with high global warming effects. Successive efforts within the
Montreal Protocol at applying an environmentally responsible approach
to its primary-rule system for the control of ozone-depleting substances,
i.e. to use alternative substances taking into account environmental ef-
fects such as global warming, are yet to succeed in ensuring integrated
implementation of that protocol and the Kyoto Protocol on climate
change.30

This lack of coherence in governance is due to the inadequate develop-
ment of common criteria for environmentally responsible principles, and
more fundamentally due to the absence of an overriding legal framework
applicable to all environmental conventions ensuring environmentally
sound and responsible policy and behaviours in the implementation of
MEAs.

Such a framework, which would be based on a world convention on the
law of environmental treaties, has yet to be developed. Development of a
jus cogens in this field might include the principle that actions under mul-
tilateral environmental programmes and conventions must be harmon-
ized to ensure that perceived benefits under one are not achieved at the
expense of deleterious consequences for another.31 This means that
no multilateral environmental convention shall solve its problems at the
expense of other conventions.

Such a law of treaties should consist of identifying and harmonizing
horizontally principles and rules applicable to MEAs with respect to en-
vironmentally responsible principles, precautionary approaches, sharing
of scientific assessments, mutual information and monitoring transbound-
ary hazards, compliance procedures and mechanisms of coordination of
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normative and operational actions. Without these principles and rules, a
full and integrated accountability could not be rendered to meet human
demands on the environment, recognizing that environmental issues
are inextricably linked through the multiple drives stemming from these
demands.
Notwithstanding the increasing trend to call for more conventions and

legally binding frameworks for environmental protection, there are seri-
ous and paradoxical lacunae in the rule of law that should govern the co-
herent application of different provisions of control measures under the
MEAs.

Table 6.3 Multilateral resources available for environment activities, 2006

Organization US$ million

UNEP 136.5 (core and non-core budget)
Global MEAs 146.5
9 global MEAs* administered by UNEP 62.3
4 global MEAs administered by United
Nations (UNFCCC, UNCCD,
UNCLOS and Fish Stocks
Agreement)

55.0

Other global MEAs (Convention on
Protection of World Cultural
Heritage/UNESCO, ITPGRFA**/
FAO and Ramsar Convention)

29.2

Multilateral Fund for the Implementation
of the Montreal Protocol

179.9

Global Environment Facility 600.0 (2006, based on donor
commitments of US$3 billion for
the period 2002–2006)

Other UN system organizations*** 592.4
Total 1,655.3

Source: Unless otherwise stated, based on the Joint Inspection Unit’s compilation
of core and non-core programme budgets of the UN system organizations con-
tained in ‘‘Management Review of Environmental Governance within the United
Nations System’’, JIU/REP/2008/3, Annex II.
* Vienna Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer; Montreal Protocol
on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer; Convention on Biological Diver-
sity; Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety; Convention on International Trade in En-
dangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES); Convention on Migratory
Species (CMS); Basel Convention on the Control of Trans-boundary Movements
of Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal; Stockholm Convention on Persistent
Organic Pollutants; Rotterdam Convention on Prior Informed Consent Proce-
dure for Certain Hazardous Chemicals and Pesticides in International Trade.
** International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture.
*** UNDP, UNICEF, UNITAR, UNRWA, UNWTO, WHO, UNU, ESCAP,
ESCWA and ECE, including ECE regional environmental conventions.
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Management of resources
The resources mobilized in the environmental sector within the UN sys-
tem amounted to annual expenses of $1.6 billion in 2006 (see table 6.3).
This should be compared with $1.44 billion committed to general envi-
ronmental protection in 2006 by 22 member states of the OECD Devel-
opment Assistance Committee in their bilateral official development
assistance to developing countries.32 Underfunding persists as a source
of weakness in the UN system, as is often claimed by its bureaucrats.
But if funds were strategically used with better coherence, an amount of
$1.6 billion would enable the system to play a more significant catalytic
role in ensuring global governance in the environmental sector than in
the humanitarian sector.

Again, what prevents the UN system from managing resources effi-
ciently is the competition and confusion of mandates between the envi-
ronmental institutions and development organizations undertaking
environment-related activities. Table 6.4 indicates a clear trend that

Table 6.4 Expenditures on normative and operational environmental activities
within the UN system

US$ million

1993 2000 2006

Normative activities
Environmental protection

activities by UNEP funds
89.8 139.8 (6.5%)** 132.5 (�0.9%)**

Total expenditures for
UN/UNEP-administered
MEAs***

6.8 45.0 (31.0%) 78.3 (9.7%)

Operational activities
Non-UNEP operational

activities for development
devoted to environment*

149.4 176.7 (2.4%) 332.7 (10.6%)

UN system operational
activities for development

5,153.3 6,494 (3.4%) 16,368.4 (16.7%)

Sources: Operational activities: UN Doc. A/61/77-E/2006/59 (2006) and A/63/71-
E/2008/46 (2008). Normative activities: In 1993 and 2000, financial reports and
audited statements in Reports of the Board of Auditors (e.g. UN Doc. A/49/5/
Add. 6 to A/63/5/Add. 6) (1994–2008) and A/61/203 (2006) on UNFCCC; in
2006, budget performance reports of organizations concerned.
* Undertaken by UNDP, UNICEF and specialized agencies
** The percentage in parentheses indicates growth per annum over the previous
period.
*** Core activities.
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during the 1990s normative activities promoted by UNEP and the multi-
lateral agreements for environmental protection grew much faster than
operational activities for development devoted to the environment. But
in the early 2000s that trend was reversed in favour of operational activ-
ities. Nowadays the first growers are developmental agencies such as the
UNDP, UNICEF and specialized agencies undertaking environmental-
related activities as part of their work on sustainable development. In re-
cent years theMEAs’ core budgets have stagnated. This suggests that much
of the MEAs’ additional financial needs for normative activities had to be
met by voluntary contributions under their non-core programmes.

Conclusions

The review of the management and governance in humanitarian assis-
tance and environmental protection indicates that the UN system organ-
izations have been provided with considerable autonomy and discretion
to ensure system-wide cooperation and coordination. Most of the sys-
tem-wide initiatives have been launched by the secretariats, but with little
evaluation of the follow-up actions made. Even if an evaluation is made,
it is often done by individual agencies on their own activities, largely
serving as an instrument to account for the use of money they get from
bilateral donors. Entire Member States do not feel ownership over the
actions they finance. This gives rise to concerns about the difficulties of
ensuring the democratic accountability of the UN system.
The guiding principles, rules and policies that the UN system secretar-

iats have established for their operations should be thoroughly reviewed
and streamlined by Member States so that they serve their peoples and
governments.
Accountability in global environmental governance is difficult to render

unless a law of environmental treaties is established. To this end, syner-
gies among MEAs should be increased through the coherent application
of environmentally responsible principles, precautionary approaches, use
of independent scientific assessments and mutual information, reporting
and monitoring of transboundary hazards among contracting parties, as
well as through the development of common compliance procedures and
mechanisms to coordinate normative and operational actions.
At the headquarters level, the secretariats should not create further

permanent interagency coordinating bodies nor perpetuate the existing
ones established among them. Rather, a bottom-up process of compiling
needs in the field at the country level should be strengthened. To this
end, active use should be made of the CCA/UN Development Assistance
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Framework processes to identify common country needs in sustainable
development and environmental protection and map national and re-
gional ecosystem problems, including compliance with the MEAs as
well as needs for disaster management and disaster risk reduction. Such
bottom-up processes will keep momentum for multilateral cooperation
in the respective areas of environmental protection and disaster response
and reduction efforts. Based on these processes, the global legislative fo-
rums, such as the UN General Assembly and the Economic and Social
Council, should develop at field and headquarters levels a system-wide
planning process for managing resources for results.

Results-based management has yet to take effect for ensuring account-
ability of the secretariats to Member States. In view of the fragmented
and decentralized nature of the UN system structure, RBM would not
ensure system-wide strategic planning and resource management unless
the governing bodies adopt common objectives applicable throughout
the UN system.

Last but not least, the organizations have to develop a common funda-
mental programmatic and administrative planning instrument containing
a catalogue of initiatives and stakeholders spelling out who does what
and how commonalities of interests can be enhanced among them. In
such an instrument, the purposes of normative activities and operational
activities should be clearly spelled out, together with financial bases of
the types of activities to be met by both core and non-core funding.
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7

UN management reform as a basis
for enhancing accountability

Hideaki Shiroyama

Introduction

I would like to analyse the management institutions and methods of
international organizations in the UN system, and to make several rec-
ommendations based on the analysis. The appropriate design and imple-
mentation of management institutions and methods are essential for the
effective assurance of accountability of organizations.
The attempts of various entities concerning management reform, based

on theories such as new public management (NPM), influenced the pro-
cess when the United Nations restructured its existing organizational
arrangements by revamping organizations and relations between the or-
ganizations and society. NPM is based on the idea that, on the condition
that control by output and outcome through evaluation is strengthened,
control of input such as finance and personnel affairs should be decentral-
ized to the field level.1 Two concrete important elements in the United
Nations relating to NPM were a results-based budgeting system and
related evaluation mechanism, and introduction of the Millennium De-
velopment Goals (MDGs) and attempts to manage the development pro-
cess using the MDGs as policy goals.
Before going into concrete analysis, I would like to stress two general

points here relating to the special character of the system of international
organizations. First, the amount of resources being invested in interna-
tional organizations is limited, and it is therefore dangerous to expect

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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too much in terms of the role they can play. It is, however, evident that
these organizations have an important function in taking up issues which
are not dealt with by any other actors, and they should not be underesti-
mated. The limitations of international organizations can be seen in the
fact that the expenditure of Member States on UN security operations is
very small compared to national defence budgets, and that the impor-
tance of investment by international organizations continues to decline
in comparison to that of international investment expenditure by the pri-
vate sector. However, it is apparent from a consideration of UN peace-
keeping operations (PKOs) and the humanitarian activities of the UN
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and the UN Children’s
Fund (UNICEF) that international organizations have important roles
to play in international affairs that would not otherwise be fulfilled. In
addition, the ongoing activities of specialized agencies such as the Inter-
national Telecommunication Union (ITU) and the World Health Organi-
zation (WHO) clearly indicate that international organizations fulfil
essential international public functions, including the setting of interna-
tional standards.

Second, it is true that there can be many occasions when evaluations of
activities of international organizations from the perspective of the inter-
national public interest are different from evaluations of national inter-
ests. But there are also many cases in which the pursuit of international
public interest coincides with the pursuit of national interests. For exam-
ple, Japan has offered support to PKOs and UNHCR activities in the
Asian region, which is of interest to Japan; Western nations did the
same, for the same reasons, in the former Yugoslavia. However, inas-
much as the interests of donor nations have complemented each other,
the support provided was consistent with the pursuit of international pub-
lic interest. The cooperation with UNICEF for the implementation of a
Japanese initiative for a grant aid programme targeting children’s health
is another example of national interest matching the international public
interest. Furthermore, Japan’s support for an increase in the number of
Japanese personnel working in international organizations conforms to
the international public interest in that it seeks to ensure that interna-
tional organizations have a more international character. Clearly, activ-
ities which use extra-budgetary resources in pursuit of specific goals
often run counter to the international interest, but such activities also fre-
quently prove not to be in the national interest. Therefore, on a practical
level, we must determine what forms of management to employ to make
national interests coincide more closely with the international public
interest.
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Managing the activities of the international organizations of
the United Nations – Basic issues

Lack of performance indicators

For the management of international organizations, it is necessary to de-
termine outputs and outcomes of their activities as yardsticks to evaluate
these activities. However, it is difficult to determine what is output and
what is outcome. It is particularly difficult to specify outcomes in areas
such as security and development, in which comprehensive goals have
been established. This is also the case with respect to the application of
evaluation systems, which are being experimented with in numerous in-
ternational organizations. The determination of indicators is a difficult
task for a national administration, but becomes even more complicated
in the case of an international organization, where a variety of complex
factors are involved. There is no simple solution, but if international or-
ganizations are to be managed as systems, then a concerted effort should
be made to determine suitable evaluation indicators.

Partnership with private sector organizations

The importance of cooperation or partnership with private sector organ-
izations such as non-governmental organizations (NGOs) or companies
has come to be the prevailing view in discussions of the accreditation of
NGOs by the UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) or the recent
Global Compact (the name for cooperation in UN activities by private
enterprises). One fact of great interest is that, for some organizations,
private enterprise already has an important role from the perspective of
practical management of the provision of funds.
In the case of UNICEF, $0.38 billion of the organization’s 2000 income

of $1.14 billion, or almost 30 per cent, was provided by its national com-
mittees, which are private sector organizations. In Japan annual income
from the national committee is well in excess of ¥10 billion, a figure
much higher than government contributions. Forty per cent of the extra-
budgetary funds and 25 per cent of the entire budget of the WHO in
2000–2001 came from private sector organizations. The ITU is an organ-
ization specializing in a marketable technology, and it has historically
been equipped with mechanisms enabling direct participation by private
sector members. Approximately 12 per cent of the ITU revenue is ob-
tained from thesemembers. The organization’s Telecommunication Stand-
ardization Sector, in particular, is dependent on private sector members
for more than 70 per cent of its annual expenditure. At a time when the

164 HIDEAKI SHIROYAMA



ability of the Telecommunication Standardization Sector to survive in
competition with private and regional standardization organizations was
being frequently questioned, the ITU effectively transformed itself into
a private-sector-friendly organization. In addition, the role of private en-
terprises and NGOs continues to increase as subcontractors and service
providers for PKOs and the field activities of the UNHCR.

Given these trends, the question of how to construct continuous part-
nerships with private sector organizations which are more than one-off
events is an issue for every international organization.

Opaque financial systems and their management

The primary reason why the financial systems of international organiza-
tions are opaque is their employment of large-scale extra-budgetary re-
sources.2 The tendency to rely on extra-budgetary resources, which are
contributions made for a limited range of purposes, can be observed in
various international organizations.

In the field of security, the activities of the UN Department of Politi-
cal Affairs are chiefly financed by means of a regular budget, but PKO
budgets are made up by separate extra-budgetary funds set aside for PKOs
and based on a special scale of contribution that is calculated separately.
In the development field, Japan provides the World Bank with trust
funds such as the Japan Social Development Fund (JSDF) and the Policy
and Human Resources Development Fund (PHRDF). The UN Devel-
opment Programme (UNDP) has, from the beginning, been based on a
budget made up almost entirely of voluntary contributions, and the pro-
portion of non-core resources, the range of purposes of which are even
more limited, in the total budget is increasing. Concerning human rights,
in 1992–1993 the budget for human rights was $31 million (of which ex-
tra-budgetary funds represented $7 million), while in 2002–2003 it was
$105 million (of which extra-budgetary funds represented $63 million),
marking a threefold overall budget increase in 10 years. However, the
major part of the increase was financed by an increase in extra-budgetary
resources, and the same trend can be observed in many specialized
agencies. In the case of the ITU the percentage of extra-budgetary funds
is small, but at the WHO, while the regular budget experienced nominal
zero growth from 1996–1997 ($840 million/two years), extra-budgetary
funds are continuing to expand and now represent approximately 1.5
times the regular budget.

The contribution of extra-budgetary funds by Member States is an im-
portant method of enabling those states to use international organiza-
tions to pursue their national interests and achieve their own foreign
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policy objectives. (There are, of course, some cases in which it is doubtful
whether the goals actually represent the ‘‘genuine’’ national interest.)
The use of international organizations to pursue national interests does
not necessarily contradict the pursuit of the international public interest
by those organizations. If the areas to which each country contributes ex-
tra-budgetary resources are complementary, then the portfolio (the dis-
tribution of fields of activity) of the international organization will be
balanced.
Furthermore, there are many cases in which the flexible provision of

extra-budgetary funds in an emergency has contributed to swift response
by the international organizations concerned. However, there are of
course also times when there is friction between the goals of the interna-
tional organization and the country that is providing the extra-budgetary
funding, and questions as to what extent dependency on extra-budgetary
funds is appropriate and in what situations it emerges as an issue. The an-
swer to such questions varies depending on the type of extra-budgetary
funding concerned. To respond to such issues, the WHO holds a meeting
of interested parties (MIP) as a forum for debate, including debate on
programmes using extra-budgetary funds. The organization has experi-
mented with a mechanism for inputting the opinions of countries other
than donors into programmes using extra-budgetary funds by enabling
developing countries to participate in the MIPs, but this is currently be-
ing scrapped. Again, in the case of UNICEF, although the Organization
has access to extra-budgetary funds in the form of a supplementary sup-
port fund, because provision of the funds is restricted to programmes
based on the plans of individual countries, there are limitations on the
specification of purposes by donors.
To date, the issue of extra-budgetary funds has received some discus-

sion, but there is still a lack of transparency and the issue has tended not
to be discussed openly. From now on, in addition to increased transpar-
ency, debate over systems and procedures will be required.
The second reason for the opacity of the financial systems of interna-

tional organizations is the lack of transparency regarding transfers of
funds between them. For example, the UNDP is an organization provid-
ing funds for technical assistance by the UN system, and it has tradition-
ally transferred funds for the implementation of technical assistance
programmes to a variety of specialized agencies, both directly and indi-
rectly. The Global Environment Facility (GEF) has recently been con-
ducting global environment programmes using the World Bank, the
UNDP and the UN Environment Programme (UNEP) as implementing
agencies. It is extremely difficult to grasp the whole picture of the flow
of funds transferred to implement these programmes. In cases in which
the funds transferred are understood as income of the international or-
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ganizations carrying out the programmes, there is the danger that these
funds will be counted twice as international public sector income: once
as income of the donor international organization, and again as income
of the receiving international organization.

The trend towards reform of international organizations and
evaluation based on the idea of NPM

A variety of trends stressing the importance of evaluating the real activ-
ities of international organizations as a method of evaluation can be ob-
served. Among these I will focus on and offer a limited account of the
introduction of results-based budgeting (RBB) and the Millennium De-
velopment Goals, which have received considerable attention.

The introduction of results-based budgeting

With the inauguration of Secretary-General Kofi Annan in 1997, the
United Nations commenced management reforms, against the backdrop
of a worldwide wave of reform in management.3 The major element in
these reforms was the trial introduction of RBB into the UN system.
Secretary-General Annan proposed a results-based style of budgeting in
his report entitled ‘‘Renewing the United Nations: A Programme for Re-
form’’, presented in July 1997.4 Consequently, there was a shift from
input-based to results-based budgeting, with an emphasis on the transi-
tion from micromanagement to macromanagement and the need to mea-
sure performance. In a proposal made in October 1999,5Annan suggested
a gradual approach; he proposed the introduction of performance indica-
tors for the 2002–2003 budget, while indicating that it was not necessary
immediately to change financial regulations or the rules and regulations
governing programme planning. Finally, the introduction of RBB was de-
cided in a resolution of the UN General Assembly in January 2001, on
the conditions that the external factors affecting the results be identified
in advance, the level of detail of input data be maintained, the division
between personnel expenses and other expenses be contingent on the
agreement of the General Assembly and the standards and decisions
of the General Assembly be strictly respected when the flexibility of the
system was exercised.6 An important element of the management re-
forms was the introduction of flexibility in financial affairs in place of the
stricter control of the evaluation of results, but the General Assembly,
which feared an increase in the Secretariat’s powers of discretion, ap-
proved the introduction of RBB only once restrictions had been placed
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on the widening of powers of discretion. The reform was therefore
incomplete, but it was decided that results-oriented budgeting would be
introduced in each of the UN organizations from the 2002–2003 budget.
Because the system has been in place for only a few years, trial and

error is still being used to determine what to employ as indicators for re-
sults. There is a strong inclination to set the results in a range enabling
the person concerned to take responsibility, so in many cases results re-
main at the output level. There is still insufficient effort being put into the
creation of indicators which conform to a variety of business environ-
ments, as was raised earlier as an issue.

The introduction of the Millennium Development Goals

Meanwhile, independently of the changes discussed above, the UN
Millennium Declaration was adopted at the UN Millennium Summit
held in September 2000, leading to the establishment of the Millennium
Development Goals, which brought together objectives agreed on at a
variety of global conferences in the 1990s. The goals were to eradicate
extreme poverty and hunger; achieve universal primary education; pro-
mote gender equality and empower women; reduce child mortality; im-
prove maternal health; combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases;
ensure environmental sustainability; and create a global partnership for
development. As far as possible, specific target values were established
under these broad headings. For example, with regard to the reduction
of the child mortality rate, the target was established as a two-thirds re-
duction against 1990 figures in the mortality rate of children under five
by 2015.
The fact of moving beyond output to establish specific target values re-

lating to outcome was significant. However, as was the case with the tar-
gets established by the global conferences quoted by the Millennium
Development Goals, the bases for specific numbers were not well elabo-
rated. In addition, it has been announced that there will be a partial ex-
amination of progress towards the targets every year, and the first
comprehensive review was carried out in 2005, five years after the estab-
lishment of the goals.7 Many issues remain to be resolved with respect to
the establishment of a system for evaluating outcomes.

Reform of the financial systems of international organizations

The issue of extra-budgetary funds outlined above has been acknowl-
edged and discussed in numerous forums. For example, following an en-
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quiry by UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, the Independent
Advisory Group on UN Finances (chaired by Paul Volcker and Shijuro
Ogata) submitted a report entitled ‘‘Financing an Effective United Na-
tions’’ in February 1993, which recommended enhanced regulation and
management of voluntary donations.8 However, no definite action has
been taken on the issue of extra-budgetary funds.

In individual organizations the question of dependence on extra-
budgetary funds, and particularly extra-budgetary funds with a very lim-
ited purpose, came to the forefront. For example, formally speaking,
almost the entire income of the UNHCR is derived from extra-budgetary
funds. The issue was that, among them, the ratio of special programmes
with a limited purpose had increased against general programmes which
can be used to achieve the overall goals of the UNHCR. In 1993, for
example, the budget for special programmes, at $818 million, was more
than twice the $311 million budget of the general programmes. It was
therefore thought that the ratio of the budget going to general pro-
grammes should be raised, with the result that in 1999 general pro-
grammes had $327 million compared to $585 million for special
programmes. In 2000 the accounts system was changed, and the distinc-
tion between general programmes and special programmes was elimi-
nated, leaving annual programmes, supplemental programmes and the
Junior Professional Officer (JPO) Programme. However, this change in
the accounts system was merely nominal and was not accompanied by
any real change; funds were earmarked for specific purposes, and the
problem of extra-budgetary funding was merely concealed.

In addition, systems for the evaluation of projects conducted by inter-
national organizations in the field of development are being introduced.
For example, at the World Bank, under James Wolfensohn’s presidency,
a report entitled ‘‘Annual Review of Development Effectiveness’’ has
been published since 1997. This review measures the outcome of projects,
their sustainability and their impact on institution building. These various
elements are combined to form a comprehensive indicator of project per-
formance. However, there are limitations: it is an internal evaluation,
concrete criteria are generally not made clear and, while it purports to
discuss outcome, what it shows is closer to output.

At the UNDP, in addition to the standard annual evaluation report,
the ‘‘Result-Oriented Annual Report’’ (ROAR), which reflects results-
based management, has been submitted since 2000. This report indicates
the percentage of projects that achieved their goals. The ROAR offers
results on the basis of clear evaluation criteria and procedures, but, of
course, the limitation remains that this is a self-evaluation, and the defini-
tion of outcome is extremely close to that of output.
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Analysis and recommendations concerning management of
international organizations as a basis for enhancing
accountability9

Increased transparency in flow of funds and provision of
information that is continuously comparable

The funding of international organizations, including extra-budgetary
funds and the transfer of funds between organizations, must be made
transparent. In recent years, following the introduction of RBB, changes
have been made in a variety of areas, including the formatting of budget
documents, but mechanisms are still required to ensure the transparency
of the flow of funds.
Furthermore, there is the issue of basic information regarding input

and output not being provided in a form that can be compared over
time. It has become clear that although budget documents are formulated
annually, there are cases in which numerical values cannot be compared
over time because of frequent changes in the categories used in budget or
programme classification. Ironically, discontinuities in data of this type
can often be observed as a result of the changes in budget documents ob-
served following the introduction of RBB in 2002–2003 budgets. On the
one hand, it is important to continue to improve information regarding
financial programmes to make it easy for citizens and others concerned
to understand. On the other hand, because time-series information is in-
dispensable from the point of view of evaluation, the provision of infor-
mation that can be compared over time is recommended. Moreover,
to enable international organizations to be compared, the establishment
of a method of rendering accounts information which is consistent from
organization to organization is recommended.

Development and application of evaluation indicators applicable to
diverse areas of activity

If an international organization is to be managed as a system, conscious
and continuous efforts must be made to determine indicators for evalua-
tion. However, indicators are frequently established hastily and without
an essential understanding of the activities of the organization, making
evaluation ineffective. Indicators need to be established which are appli-
cable to international organizations involved in a diverse range of ac-
tivities and are based on a comprehensive and explicit analysis and
understanding of the management environments in a wide range of inter-
national organizations. The first step in this direction would be to attempt
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to determine performance indicators suited to a diverse range of fields
and activities.

The problem of over-emphasis on evaluation: The importance of a
variable which is difficult to measure

The establishment of output and outcome indicators and their employ-
ment in evaluation wherever possible, as attempted in this research, is
essential to the management of international organizations as systems.
However, although it may at first sound like a contradiction of what has
been stated so far, there is also some danger in pursuing evaluation as an
end in itself.

For example, in the field of security the provision of a forum is ex-
tremely important from the political perspective – that is, from the per-
spective of legitimization. This function can be evaluated indirectly in an
increase in the number of times the Security Council is convened or the
number of resolutions which are passed, but it is difficult to show the out-
come of these mechanisms quantitatively. In the development field also,
multilateral organizations like the World Bank or the UNDP give the of-
ficial justification to, that is to say legitimize, general development policy.
Although these functions are not compatible with quantitative evalua-
tion, they are nevertheless important.

With respect to normal programmes, there are those which are easy to
evaluate clearly and those which are not. For example, as shown by the
debate between the vertical approach and the horizontal approach, which
became visible in the policy disputes between UNICEF and the WHO, as
well as the policy dispute within the WHO, the vertical approach which
establishes clear goals from the top down frequently deals with only one
side of the issues, and there is the danger that by its very nature it will
aim only at the solution of that one side.10

Furthermore, the analysis of degree of contribution, which shows how
responsible a specific international organization is for a shared outcome,
is extremely difficult. Therefore, practically speaking, it probably makes
sense to concentrate on evaluation at the output level.

Creation of unified actors for evaluation: Revitalizing general
assemblies and councils or boards of directors as the first step

As discussed in the section concerning the Millennium Goals, the process
of evaluation is not completed with the establishment of indicators; eval-
uation must be monitored in a unified manner, and a functioning system
must be created on this basis. Because there are times when multiple
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international organizations contribute towards a single goal (for example,
the goals of UNICEF and the WHO with respect to outcomes showed
significant overlap in the field of health promotion, and also formed part
of the development goals of the UNDP and the World Bank), a system
for coordination between the international organizations becomes neces-
sary. In view of this, the executive committee that was established under
Secretary-General Kofi Annan is of great interest. The committee is
made up of the Executive Committee on Peace and Security, the Execu-
tive Committee on Humanitarian Affairs, the UN Development Group
and the Executive Committee on Economic and Social Affairs. In the for-
mation of the new executive committee, it was presupposed that these
committees would function to coordinate the international organizations
that formed their respective fields.
However, as the number of international organizations under these ex-

ecutive committees increases, each one bringing with it a board of direc-
tors or a council and the governments of the Member States which
dominate it, they cease to function effectively as coordinating commit-
tees. There is also an argument to the effect that duplication of the func-
tions of international organizations is useful in inducing competition and
thus increasing their level of activity. If this is so, then what is important
is activating the general assembly or board of directors or council of each
international organization, which are made up of the representatives of
each member nation functioning as joint chief managers; this is especially
true of the general assemblies or boards of directors or councils of the
United Nations and the World Bank, which can conduct debates from a
comprehensive perspective. If the boards of directors or councils and
general assemblies of international organizations were able to change,
many things would be possible. For this reason, it is hoped that schemes
which stimulate more substantive debate in general assemblies or on
boards of directors or councils are put into effect, at both the institutional
and the management levels.

From evaluator to evaluated: The possibility of third-party
evaluation of Member States

Member States frequently function in the role of evaluators, and attempt
to evaluate international organizations (that is, the Secretariat). How-
ever, as has been stated many times, the absolute volume of resources
invested in international organizations is low; what is more, the effective-
ness of an international organization actually changes according to the
manner in which a Member State behaves. To put it another way, when
an international organization is evaluated, Member States should not act
as external evaluators, but should themselves be evaluated from the per-
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spective of their contributions. However, it is rather difficult for the sec-
retariat of an international organization to say this to a Member State
functioning as one of its managers. Therefore, it will be sometimes mean-
ingful to construct a third-party organization that can externally evaluate
the contribution of each member to international organizations.
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A ladder of accountability:
Analysis of subconcepts of
managerial accountability
in the United Nations

Ikuyo Hasuo

Introduction

Why accountability in the United Nations?

Public administration within the United Nations1 is neither sufficiently
transparent nor easily comprehensible. In fact, it is largely influenced by
the complexity and technicality of modern administrative structures, by
the diversity of international administration and by the confidentiality of
international diplomacy.
Despite attempts by the UN Secretariat to expand and transform admin-

istrative activities rapidly, throughout the 1990s measures to strengthen
internal administrative management and control lagged considerably. In
response to repeated requests made by certain countries (most notably
the United States, which did not hide its irritation at the situation2), in
1994 the United Nations established the Office of Internal Oversight
Services with a mandate to strengthen the organization’s internal audit
function.3 However, public audit is primarily of an ex post nature; hence
this effort alone was not sufficient to improve the overall administrative
management and effectiveness of the institution. Inaugurated as the UN
Secretary-General in 1997, Kofi Annan immediately tried to introduce
into the United Nations new public management (NPM),4 which was a
new method of administrative management prevalent in the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) member countries

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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at the time. In July 1997 Secretary-General Annan initiated the first com-
prehensive reform plan in the report ‘‘Renewing the United Nations: A
Programme for Reform’’.5 In it, Annan proposed that, for the first time,
the United Nations adopt results-based budgeting (RBB),6 which was a
method based on the technique of ‘‘performance measurement’’.7 This
initiative opened the door for the UN Secretariat gradually to transform
its traditional management into results-based management.

In spite of these administrative reform efforts, however, the UN Gen-
eral Assembly summit meeting in September 2005, which celebrated the
sixtieth anniversary of the UN foundation, strongly demanded account-
ability within the Organization.8 The demand was triggered mainly by
the corruption scandals resulting from the Iraq UN Oil-for-Food Pro-
gramme,9 which was intended to provide humanitarian relief to the Iraqi
people who were affected by the economic sanctions imposed by the UN
Security Council. Under resolution 70610 the Security Council permitted
Iraq to export a quota of oil, with the revenue then being used to pur-
chase humanitarian goods such as food and medical supplies, all under
UN supervision. However, on account of various scandals related to this
programme, not only was the administrative capability of the United Na-
tions questioned, but the credibility of governance per se by the United
Nations came under suspicion.

Facing such a symbolic incident, one that drove UN credibility into
rapid decline, a less-politicized approach from the perspective of sound
principles of public administration might be a major step forward. More-
over, a debate is needed not only on what the United Nations can do to
promote international peace and security, but also, and equally impor-
tant, on how the United Nations should promote international peace
and security. Put another way, scholars should increasingly focus upon
public administration issues, analysing the position of the United Nations
as one of the principal agents in global governance.

How to address the issue of accountability

When one examines this issue from this administrative viewpoint, the
concept of ‘‘accountability’’ increases in importance. It should be noted
as a caveat, however, that accountability is a very elusive concept and is
used in diverse contexts.11 As Edward Luck and others have noted in
the preceding chapters, two major ideological strands exist in the notion
of modern accountability: ‘‘political accountability’’ and ‘‘managerial
accountability’’.12

Each of these strands has separately developed from its own historical
origin, and although both strands are important, this chapter will focus
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mainly on clarifying how the concept of managerial accountability applies
within the United Nations. Historically this concept has been greatly
influenced by the management methods prevalent in each time period.
For example, in the domestic public sector the change of administrative
management methods in central or local governments largely defined
the concept. The same could be true of the United Nations as well. It is
thus important to examine how trends in internal management methods
within the United Nations, such as budget systems or human resources
management systems, shifted at the initiative of the Secretaries-General
or the governing bodies.
When one searches for historical analysis of comprehensive adminis-

trative-management methods in the United Nations, it is surprising to
discover that none exists. This chapter therefore represents an attempt
to explore a method of examining UN administration from a historical
perspective, by focusing on the changes in the subconcepts of managerial
accountability in the United Nations over time.
This chapter assesses this issue in sequence. The first section searches

for a fundamental concept of managerial accountability in the United Na-
tions. By applying a general concept of accountability in the public sector
to the United Nations, it identifies the principal actors within the concept
of managerial accountability in the United Nations and the relationship
among these actors. The second section examines the historical transition
of the subconcepts of managerial accountability in the United Nations by
referring to a hypothesis called the ladder of accountability, proposed by
J. D. Stewart.13 Finally, the UN model of a ladder of accountability is
clarified. Recommendations are made about subjects that need to be ex-
amined in the future.

The fundamental concept of managerial accountability

The fundamental concept of accountability

Since accountability is a very elusive notion, the fundamental concept
must be clarified to create a basis for further discussion. The concept of
accountability requires the existence of at least two actors; one actor giv-
ing an account to another actor who receives it.14 In British public audit-
ing theory, Leslie Normanton defined accountability as liability to reveal,
explain and justify what one does: how one discharges responsibilities,
financial or other, whose several origins may be political, constitutional,
hierarchical or contractual.15 In this definition the concepts to reveal, ex-
plain and justify were all defined within one notion of liability.
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Fidelma White and Kathryn Hollingsworth, however, expressed these
concepts to disclose, explain and justify within one notion of duty, instead
of liability, in the following definition.16 They analysed the constitutional
role of the British public sector audit, and proposed that the fundamental
concept of accountability consists of two elements: a person A has a duty
to render an account to another person B, which discloses, explains and
justifies A’s conduct; and the liability of A to subsequent action by B in
the event that B disapproves of A’s conduct.17

This chapter will principally follow the definition provided by White
and Hollingsworth. In a two-party relationship, the fundamental concept
of accountability thus consists of duty and liability, as expressed in figure
8.1.

Two historical strands of the concept of accountability

Two historical strands exist within the modern concept of accountability
– political accountability and managerial accountability. Each originated
separately, and each followed its own historical development.

The origin of the concept of political accountability is found in ancient
Athens, when that city-state was governed by direct democracy during
the fifth century BC.18 Here accountability took its simplest form; it
was conducted by means of a face-to-face relationship.19 However, later,
under the medieval feudal system, accountability was not viewed as a
means of democratic control of the administration.20 By the nineteenth
century John Stuart Mill at last developed a more modern notion of
political accountability in a representative democracy.21

As for the concept of managerial accountability, one must look further
back in history than for the concept of political accountability – as far
back as 4000 BC in ancient Babylonia.22 The present form of
managerial accountability finds its origins in fiscal accountability.23 Un-
like political accountability, the most distinctive feature of managerial

Figure 8.1 The fundamental concept of accountability
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accountability is that, as a neutral, technical exercise, it can be found
within any kind of political framework.24

The fundamental concept of managerial accountability in
government

The two ideological strands of the concept of accountability continue to
be evident in the present time as political accountability and managerial
accountability, respectively. The core consideration of this chapter is
managerial accountability. It is a form of accountability internal to organ-
izations, and it involves the delegation of some discretionary decision-
making powers.25 The relationship of delegation of authority exists
multidimensionally in any organization. The same point can be applied
to the managerial accountability relationship in government. When one
analyses managerial accountability in government, therefore, it is impor-
tant to consider the levels at which the delegation of authority occurs.
White and Hollingsworth focused their attention on the relationship

between government defined in a narrow sense and government defined
in a broad sense.26 They defined government in a narrow sense as elected
politicians holding office, or, put more simply, ministers. Their broader
definition of government includes ‘‘not only ministers but also the whole
range of public organizations such as departments, agencies and non-
departmental public bodies, along with the civil servants and other offi-
cials who staff them’’.27
Based on these definitions, the fundamental concept of managerial ac-

countability in government is described as follows.28 The first element
consists of the duty of government in a broad sense (actor A) to render
an account to government in a narrow sense (actor B), which discloses,
explains and justifies A’s conduct. The second element consists of the li-
ability of A to subsequent actions by B, in the event that B disapproves of
A’s conduct. This relationship of accountability is presented in figure 8.2.

Figure 8.2 The fundamental concept of managerial accountability in government
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The fundamental concept of managerial accountability in the
United Nations

Managerial accountability in the United Nations is a form of accountabil-
ity that is internal to the Secretariat. The internal management of any
organization, including the United Nations, is usually structured multi-
dimensionally. This chapter, however, focuses on a specific relationship
of the delegation of authority within the United Nations. It looks at the
most representative example – a relationship in the United Nations be-
tween what corresponds to government in a narrow sense and what cor-
responds to government in a broad sense. First, we must assess which UN
actors correspond to government in its narrow and broad senses. Follow-
ing the definition provided by Fidelma White and Kathryn Hollings-
worth, the actor that represents government in a narrow sense in the
case of the United Nations is the UN Secretary-General and high-ranking
officials, such as the Deputy Secretaries-General, the Under-Secretaries-
General and the Assistant Secretaries-General.29 Further, again follow-
ing the definition by White and Hollingsworth, government in a broad
sense in the United Nations includes not only the UN Secretary-General
and high-ranking officials but also the whole range of the United Nations
and its subsidiary organs, such as the UNDP and UNFPA, along with the
international civil servants and other officials who staff them.

Second, we must examine elements of the fundamental concept of
managerial accountability in the United Nations. Here it is useful to ap-
ply the managerial concept of the domestic public sector to the United
Nations. The fundamental concept of managerial accountability in the
United Nations consists of the relationship between government in a
broad sense (actor A) and government in a narrow sense (actor B). The
first series consists of the duty of actor A to render an account to the
UN Secretary-General (actor B), which discloses, explains and justifies
A’s conduct. The second series consists of the liability of A to sub-
sequent action by B, in the event that B disapproves of A’s conduct
(fig. 8.2).

A ladder of accountability in the United Nations

Historically speaking, various dimensions exist in the subconcepts of
managerial accountability in the United Nations. As I explore the histor-
ical shift of the subconcepts of managerial accountability in UN adminis-
tration, this section will first analyse a hypothesis that explains the
relationship among the subconcepts of accountability.
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‘‘A ladder of accountability’’ by J. D. Stewart

The concept of managerial accountability is internal to organizations, re-
gardless of whether the institution is public or private. At present, schol-
ars typically subdivide the concept of managerial accountability and
discuss its many dimensions. Although the methods of classifying these
subconcepts are of virtually infinite variety, this chapter adopts four rep-
resentative subconcepts of managerial accountability.
The first category is accountability for probity and legality. Account-

ability for probity is defined as being ‘‘concerned with the avoidance of
malfeasance’’.30 Accountability for legality is ‘‘concerned with ensuring
that the powers given by the law are not exceeded’’.31 The second cate-
gory is process accountability, which considers ‘‘whether the procedures
used to perform the research were adequate, in terms of time and effort
spent on the work and whether experiments were carried out as prom-
ised’’.32 The third category is performance accountability, which is
‘‘concerned with whether a performance achieved meets required stand-
ards’’.33 The fourth category is programme accountability, which is con-
cerned ‘‘with the work carried out and whether or not it has met the
goals set for it’’.34
In order to understand mutual relationships of these subconcepts

of managerial accountability, J. D. Stewart proposed a model called ‘‘a
ladder of accountability’’35 (see fig. 8.3). Stewart sets out the subconcepts
of public sector accountability as a ladder. The first stage at the bottom is
accountability for probity and legality; the second stage is process ac-
countability; the third stage is performance accountability; the fourth
stage is programme accountability; and the fifth stage, at the top of the
ladder, is policy accountability. Policy accountability assesses whether or
not policy activities have effectively achieved policy objectives.

Figure 8.3 Stewart’s model
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Transition of the subconcepts of managerial accountability in the
United Nations

This section represents an attempt to clarify a historical shift of the sub-
concepts of managerial accountability in the United Nations with regard
to Stewart’s model. I thus propose to divide the history of the UN admin-
istration into three different time periods, 1945–1981, 1981–2002 and
2002–present, and to explore the practice of administrative methods in
each period.36

First period (1945–1981): Accountability for probity and legality, and
process accountability

The key feature of the first period was the predominance of traditional
administrative management based on a principle of constitutional govern-
ment. Accountability for probity and process accountability were sought
during this period.

In 1993 the Joint Inspection Unit (JIU) claimed that compliance ac-
countability and process accountability had been dominant to that time.37
Compliance accountability is a type of accountability that values obser-
vance of legality, probity, regulations and rules. In this sense, compliance
accountability closely resembles accountability for probity.

In analysing UN administration with reference to Stewart’s model, one
might have expected to see a shift to performance accountability at the
third stage, following process accountability at the second stage (see fig.
8.3). The UN administration, however, did not shift to a third stage which
values pursuit of efficiency, but moved directly to programme account-
ability, which values effectiveness. Why did such a shift fail to occur in
the United Nations, while pursuit of efficiency played such an important
role in public administration in most developed countries?

First of all, at the time the influence of American administrative values
should have strongly affected UN administration. During the Great De-
pression and the Second World War demand increased for social welfare
improvements in the United States, which, in turn, led to scrutiny of the
effectiveness of the programmes put into place. Thus, immediately after
the Second World War when the United Nations was founded, the search
for efficiency in the United States was no longer as dominant as it had
been earlier in the twentieth century.

Second, at the time of its creation the United Nations was not expected
to perform various large-scale administrative functions, such as peace-
keeping operations and development assistance. The founders originally
intended it to be a forum offering an opportunity for multilateral diplo-
matic negotiations.38 Consequently, the pursuit of efficiency in adminis-
tration was not emphasized, as it is today. In 1974, towards the end of
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the first period, programme budgeting was introduced into the United
Nations.39 Programme budgeting aimed to combine the functions of ex
ante planning/programme analysis and budgetary processing. In the pro-
gramme budget, for instance, instead of solely indicating objects of ex-
penditure, as in the previous traditional budget, every budget unit had
to indicate outputs, objectives and accomplishments expected.
I consider the following internal and external factors to be influential

in introducing programme budgeting into the United Nations. First, as
an internal factor, the initial financial crisis of the United Nations in the
1960s, resulting from the events in the Suez and Congo, should have trig-
gered a drastic budgetary reform. In those days the budgetary debates
turned out to be another battlefield for East/West confrontation. In order
to resolve the deadlock, the United Nations established the Ad Hoc
Committee of Experts to Examine the Finances of the UN and the Spe-
cialized Agencies.40 In 1966 this committee made various recommenda-
tions, including that programme budgeting be introduced.41
Second, as an external factor, the roots of UN programme budgeting

can be traced back to the ‘‘planning-programming-budgeting system’’
(PPBS), which originated in the United States.42 In 1961 the Department
of Defense under the Kennedy administration first successfully imple-
mented PPBS. Its broader range of adoption in the federal government
occurred in 1965 under the Johnson administration. The US government,
with its experience with PPBS, pushed for it to be introduced in the
United Nations as well.
However, serious resistance occurred not only in the UN Secretariat,

which was anxious about an increased administrative burden, but also
among the Member States, which feared the loss of vested interests in
the budgetary process.43 In 1974 the United Nations at last successfully
introduced programme budgeting with the support of powerful advo-
cates, such as Maurice Bertrand, a former JIU inspector.44 Ironically,
however, as early as 1971 the United States under the Nixon administra-
tion, despite the fact that it had been an original advocate, virtually with-
drew from PPBS when the United Nations at last adopted it.45
Thus in the first time period the United Nations did not shift to perfor-

mance accountability, with its close attention to the pursuit of efficiency,
for various reasons. The United States significantly influenced administra-
tion at the United Nations for much of this period, and public administra-
tion within the United States was not particularly focused on efficiency at
the time. In addition, with certain exceptions, such as the peacekeeping
operations in the Congo in the early 1960s, the United Nations was not
performing the large-scale administrative functions that it does today,
which might have naturally led to scrutiny of the efficiency of the Organiza-
tion. Instead, the United Nations jumped forward to programme budget-
ing, drawing on the experience with PPBS in the US government.
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Second period (1981–2002): Programme accountability

Reinforcement of an internal programme evaluation system in the
United Nations characterized the second period, which was largely
focused on programme accountability. Two factors are proposed as
the main driving forces which reinforced the evaluation systems in the
United Nations at that time.

First, the emergence of the North/South problem in the 1970s in the
United Nations caused a division of the Member States. The introduction
of programme budgeting in 1974 spotlighted ex ante planning at the end
of the first period. However, ex ante planning required the Member States
to be in accord on policy priorities. In the 1970s, however, the North/
South problem was becoming a new axis of confrontation, and such a di-
vision of Member States posed an obstacle for ex ante planning processes.

The second factor which influenced reinforcement of internal evalua-
tion was a shift of administrative values in the US Congress from the end
of the 1960s to the early 1970s, from ex ante planning to ex post evaluation.
Although PPBS successfully combined a planning process and a budgetary
process, it failed to develop processes such as ex post evaluation and sub-
sequent examinations based on such evaluation. Then, as part of its reform
initiatives in the 1970s, the US Congress introduced programme evalua-
tion with the purpose of reinforcing the surveillance function of Congress.
As one might expect, the United Nations was not excluded from being
affected by such a shift of values within the US Congress.46

The US Department of State began applying political pressures to the
United Nations, with the cooperation of the Joint Inspection Unit. It re-
sulted in various General Assembly resolutions from 1981, requesting the
UN Secretary-General to reinforce the evaluation system and strengthen
the responsible offices within the Secretariat.47 Consequently, a series of
measures for strengthening internal evaluation were adopted one after
another.48 In 1982 the UN General Assembly at last adopted ‘‘Regula-
tions Governing Programme Planning, the Programme Aspects of the
Budget, the Monitoring of Implementation and the Methods of Evalua-
tion’’,49 and greatly advanced steps towards institutionalizing internal
evaluation methods in the Secretariat. The second period thus repre-
sented an attempt to improve programme accountability by reinforcing
the evaluation system in the United Nations.

Third period (2002–present): Performance-based accountability

The third period represents a gradual introduction of results-based bud-
geting into the UN Secretariat, which started in 2002 and which I see as
indicative of ‘‘performance-based accountability’’.50 Samuel Paul sug-
gested a useful definition of performance-based accountability: ‘‘holding
individuals and organizations responsible for performance measured as
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objectively as possible’’.51 Performance-based accountability in the
United Nations is thus considered as being aimed at avoiding authoritar-
ian management systems that are based on the traditional concentration
of authority in the hands of higher-ranked officials. It instead underlines
affirmation of a liberal management based on the delegation of authority
and guidance.52
Again, J. D. Stewart’s ‘‘ladder of accountability’’ model predicts that

the UN administration would shift to policy accountability at the fifth
stage during the third period, after pursuing programme accountability
at the fourth stage during the second period (see fig. 8.3). In fact, how-
ever, it shifted to performance-based accountability at the third level.
Why did this occur?
Two factors should have affected such a transition of accountability.

The first is persistent political pressures by the Member States, calling
for curtailing the rapid increase in the UN budget, mainly triggered by
the frequent creation of peacekeeping operations.53 The second factor is
that the UN administration of the 1981–2002 period, despite its pursuit,
had actually fallen short of achieving programme accountability at the
fourth stage (fig. 8.3). The United Nations had failed to institutionalize
an evaluation system sufficiently in the second period, which was a pre-
requisite of achieving programme accountability.54 The United Nations
here laid the groundwork for further institutionalizing programme evalu-
ation, by making it possible to compare an actual output (or outcome)
with an expected output (or outcome) on a project base. That is, the
United Nations of the third period, through pursuit of performance-
based accountability, consolidated a necessary precondition for attaining
programme accountability, which the United Nations of the second pe-
riod had failed to accomplish.
I would suggest that one particular driving force resulted in introducing

performance-based accountability into the United Nations. Throughout
the 1990s, in response to pressures of new changes such as globalization
as well as fiscal and structural problems, OECD countries had to tackle
extensive public sector reform.55 Although methods under this approach
varied, the common feature was a focus on achieving results. The ap-
proach was thus called ‘‘managing for results’’, later becoming ‘‘results-
based management’’, in which the key element was performance
measurement.
With respect to development assistance, the phenomenon of aid fa-

tigue had occurred in Western countries throughout the 1980s, caused
by issues such as the aggravation of fiscal balance and international
balance-of-payment problems. It was further accelerated by the fall of
the Berlin Wall at the end of the 1980s that eliminated the East/West
confrontation. Under pressure from their taxpayers, OECD governments
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increasingly became interested in assessing the effectiveness of develop-
ment aid. The ‘‘managing for results’’ broadly adopted in public sector
reform in OECD countries also expanded into other areas, such as bilat-
eral official development assistance (ODA). The pursuit of results put
more pressure on ODA outcomes and effectiveness, gradually rein-
forcing evaluation activities and eventually incorporating them as an
integrated part of ODA. This phenomenon spread to multilateral devel-
opment assistance, carried out by organizations such as the World
Bank.56 Such external pressure served not only to reinforce the evalua-
tion function of programme activities, but also to improve the internal
administrative management of multilateral development aid organiza-
tions,57 including the World Bank and the UNDP.58

The pressure was felt by the UN Secretariat as well. At the beginning
of his term, Secretary-General Annan tried to implement administrative
reforms in the United Nations, largely influenced by new public manage-
ment. In July 1997 Annan presented the first comprehensive reform pro-
posal, which was aimed at introducing results-based budgeting applying
performance-measurement techniques.

Demand for managing for results gradually affected the entire UN sys-
tem, including the UN specialized agencies.59 As a pioneer in the UN
system, the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), a UN spe-
cialized agency, decided to introduce results-based budgeting in the
1998–1999 fiscal year.60 The UN development assistance agencies were
also increasingly exposed to the rising demand by OECD countries for
concrete results regarding development assistance. In order to respond
to these voices, the UNDP decided in 1998 to develop a framework
to measure and evaluate results of programmes, and to introduce
results-based budgeting in 1999.61 Similarly, the UNFPA introduced
such budgeting in 2000 by the multi-year funding framework.62

In January 2001, after three years of debate, the UN General Assem-
bly adopted a resolution that decided to introduce results-based budget-
ing gradually into the UN Secretariat.63 The Assembly decided not to
modify immediately the various related administrative rules, even though
this was in fact needed, and instead gradually introduced the first results-
based budget in the 2002–2003 fiscal year.64

Conclusion

To sum up the historical transition of the subconcepts of managerial ac-
countability in the United Nations, it is clarified as follows: UN adminis-
tration period I (1945–1981) was characterized as accountability for
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probity and legality as well as process accountability; UN administration
period II (1982–2002) corresponded to programme accountability; lastly,
UN administration period III (2002–present) is perceived as pursuing
performance-based accountability. Such a transition of subconcepts of
managerial accountability is expressed as a ladder of accountability in
the United Nations, indicated in figure 8.4.65
It was also confirmed that at present new public management serves

as a basis for the concept of managerial accountability in the United
Nations. With further implementation of new public management, what
kinds of other subjects will inevitably be brought to the UN administra-
tion to be examined in the future?
It must be understood first that results-based management focuses on

overall administrative management. This method is not confined to bud-
geting techniques, as is the case with the United Nations at present, but
comprehensively covers the domain of administrative management, in-
cluding for instance human resources management and the administra-
tion of justice. Further promotion of the delegation of authority in
human resources management should be a key factor for the effective ad-
vancement of results-based management, particularly in such areas as
peacekeeping operations.66 However, it is foreseen that such promotion
would most likely be accompanied by a rise in frequency of litigation,
which would result in further accumulation of litigation cases as well
as further delays in ongoing lawsuits. These examples strongly suggest
that reforms of the administration of justice will become essential in the
near future.67 However, it is still too early to examine these issues since
specifics have not been formulated yet, and should be left for future
consideration.

Figure 8.4 Conclusion: UN model of a ladder of accountability
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Enhancing the political
accountability of the United Nations
via multi-stakeholder synergy

Tatsuro Kunugi

We must form coalitions for change, often with partners well beyond the pre-
cincts of officialdom. No shift in the way we think or act can be more critical
than this: we must put people at the centre of everything we do.

Finally we must spare no effort to make the United Nations a more effective
instrument in the hands of the world’s peoples for pursuing all three of these
priorities – the fight against poverty, ignorance and disease; the fight against
violence and terror; and the fight against the degradation and destruction of
our common home. (Kofi Annan1)

Introduction

The above excerpts from Kofi Annan’s ‘‘Millennium Report’’ issued in
March 2000 succinctly capture the three basic elements of the UN’s polit-
ical accountability: who is accountable, to whom and for what. The intro-
duction to the report from which the first two sentences are quoted
makes it clear that ‘‘We’’ means the United Nations as an intergovern-
mental organization, the Charter of which is written in the name of ‘‘we
the peoples’’. Together with the third sentence, excerpted from the con-
cluding paragraph of the report, it is clear that the United Nations is ac-
countable to the world’s peoples for making the United Nations a more
effective instrument in their hands for pursuing by themselves all the
three priorities. A people-centred participative approach is also implicitly
emphasized.

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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Thus identification of these three elements of accountability may not
be difficult, but regarding the main question as to how and/or whether
accountability is observed in practice at the United Nations, there can
be a variety of views and the issue becomes problematic. Depending on
the context, questions may even be raised as to whether more account-
ability is necessarily better for the effectiveness and legitimacy of the
United Nations. Questions may also be asked about the real impacts of en-
hanced political accountability, as distinct from its rhetoric and norma-
tive assumptions.
The thesis of this chapter is that the United Nations will benefit from

enhanced political accountability, which I define as an emerging principle
of global governance transcending the existing omni-governmental multi-
lateralism of the United Nations. Although political accountability al-
ready exists to some extent at the United Nations, far greater effort will
be necessary to draw support from its multiple constituencies – member
governments, parliaments, local authorities, the private sector, non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) and the peoples of the world.
Instead of being engulfed in the current global turmoil, the United
Nations with enhanced accountability can become an agent of change
by envisioning and designing the future of mankind in concert with its
constituencies.
The chapter starts with comparative analysis of the concepts of politi-

cal and democratic accountability as they are utilized in social campaigns
and political discourse. The concepts will be further examined in refer-
ence to a declaration of accountability and other codes of conduct that
facilitate the enhancement of accountability and effectiveness of global
governance. Special considerations applicable to responsibility and ac-
countability for peace and security will be addressed, with a view to over-
coming some of the difficulties that lie in the pursuit of peace and
security. Finally, transformative but non-structural changes proposed for
strengthening the United Nations, such as multi-constituency processes
and multi-stakeholder initiatives, will be analysed, since such measures
would have the effect of enhancing the accountability and legitimacy of
the United Nations.

Political accountability and democratic accountability

For several decades following the Second World War, the use of the
terms ‘‘accountability’’ and ‘‘legitimacy’’ with reference to contemporary
politics was extremely rare. During the 1980s ‘‘NGO Working Groups on
the World Bank’’, established under the auspices of the Geneva-based
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International Council of Voluntary Agencies (ICVA – one of the oldest
consultative umbrella organizations), often used the term ‘‘accountabil-
ity’’ when they criticized the World Bank for lack of accountability and
transparency in its decision-making on structural adjustment lending
(SAL) and development projects causing environmental degradation in
the South.2 It is an interesting fact that the frequent use of the terms in
political discourse and literature started after the Cold War. As noted
by James Rosenau in 1990 and further articulated in 1992,3 the concept
of legitimate authority was undergoing a shift away from the traditional
criteria of legitimacy as derived from constitutional and other legal
sources. The new criteria seem to share the core characteristics of demo-
cratic governance: respect for human rights, popular participation, in-
formed consent, transparency and accountability in the exercise of power.

For the purpose of this chapter, the concept of political accountability
is distinguished from that of managerial and financial accountability. To-
day, democratic governance is a core value and the dominant principle of
governance worldwide, with the exception of several countries. In this
prevailing circumstance it has become fashionable to discuss the democ-
racy of international organizations, including the United Nations as the
universal political institution. Thus scrutiny is sometimes made of the ex-
tent to which international organizations and their policy-making are
governed by democratic rules. It is also assumed that conscious design
for the development of international organizations should be guided by
democratic principles.4 This tendency may help to explain why ‘‘demo-
cratic accountability’’ and ‘‘democracy deficits’’ are often discussed re-
garding public international organizations.

Political accountability is broader than democratic accountability, as
the latter, strictly speaking, may not properly apply to some categories
of non-state actors, e.g. civil society organizations, associations of busi-
ness, social movements, the media and academia. As these societal
organizations sometimes cooperate with the activities of the United
Nations, thereby forming a part of UN work, it may not be appropriate
to address the overall UN work from the viewpoint of demos kratos, or
people rule, meaning that people govern themselves. However, in view
of the frequent use shown below, the terms ‘‘democratic accountability’’
and ‘‘democracy deficits’’ will be accepted in this chapter unless such use
detracts from the analysis concerned.

Discussions of accountability in global institutions have often centred
on the so-called ‘‘democracy deficits’’ or ‘‘public accountability deficits’’
of the World Bank, International Monetary Fund (IMF), UN Security
Council and World Trade Organization (WTO). The term ‘‘accountabil-
ity’’ refers to the right of some actors over others in such a way that
the first have the right to hold the latter to a set of standards and
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impose sanctions if they determine that the latter have not fulfilled their
responsibilities in light of those standards. Four core components of ac-
countability are further identified: transparency; answerability (or justifi-
cation); compliance; and enforcement (or sanctions for shortfalls in the
three other components).
According to another definition, accountability is an institutionalized

relationship in which the exercise of power by one set of actors is subject
to responsiveness to those over whom their power is exercised. Two func-
tional dimensions are transparency in reporting on the exercise and en-
forceability of responsiveness that can be imposed on power holders.5
Most of the time neither of these two dimensions seems to be available
in the case of the Security Council’s political sphere. Asymmetry of
only five permanent members’ power vis-à-vis 187 other members of
the United Nations apparently makes perennial deficits in democratic
accountability.
Without structural reform of the Security Council, some innovative

counterpoise practices against oligarchic control might be usefully devised.
� The General Assembly can more fully utilize its broad mandate relat-
ing to peace and security under articles 10 and 11 of the Charter, and
the Secretary-General can perform broader functions concerning peace
and security, upon request by the General Assembly as an organ of au-
thority for conflict prevention and settlement.

� The Security Council can contribute to the broadening of the General
Assembly’s peace and security functions, for instance by not keeping
many matters continuously under review when their emergency phase
ceases.

� For enhancing transparency, taking into account the recent tendency
for multi-stakeholder engagement in UN peace activities, both the Se-
curity Council and the General Assembly can act in accordance with
paragraphs 171–175 of the 2005 Outcome Document6 (concerning co-
operation with parliaments, local authorities, the private sector and
civil society organizations);

� Demilitarize the dominant influence of the Permanent Five by counter-
ing it with the peace-fostering influence of middle and small powers for
the policy-making processes of the Security Council.
Arguments in favour of inclusionary politics or cosmopolitics to

strengthen international organizations have been advanced by David
Held, Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, and Steve Charnovitz, as well
as by former and present Directors-General of the WTO (Mike Moore
and Pascal Lamy). Keohane and Nye observe: ‘‘Insofar as legitimacy de-
pends on processes, accountability is central. Accountability need not
take place exclusively from elected national governments with parlia-
mentary oversight . . . They must balance greater transparency and partic-
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ipation with opportunities for closer ties between public leadership and
constituencies.’’7

The meaning of accountability thus differs considerably depending on
the context. The case of the Security Council is primarily an internal po-
litical question, whereas the WTO problem concerns closer ties between
public leadership and constituencies. A great array of interests needs to
be aggregated in ways that are democratically acceptable at global insti-
tutions such as the World Bank and WTO. With regard to particular is-
sues in the WTO, for instance, constituencies in different member states
may form coalitions transcending national boundaries. Thus there may
exist global publics even though there is no global community as yet.
Political accountability, no matter what it is called, remains purportedly
advanced in the case of the International Labour Organization (ILO)
due to its tripartite structure, and it has slowly improved at the World
Bank and WTO. As for the United Nations, Richard Falk’s general as-
sessment may be close to the reality when he observes: ‘‘In an important
sense, the challenge of the first fifty years was centered on the incorpora-
tion of non-Western states. For the next fifty years the challenge will be
to incorporate non-state actors.’’8

In this context it may be recalled that Boutros Boutros-Ghali in An
Agenda for Democratization, which was one of his last reports to the
General Assembly before leaving office in December 1996, stressed the
importance of promoting democratization within the architecture of
the United Nations. He averred inter alia:

If democratization is the most reliable way to legitimize and improve national
governance, it is also the most reliable way to legitimize and improve interna-
tional organization, making it more open and responsive by increasing partici-
pation, more efficient by allowing for burden sharing and more effective by
allowing for comparative advantage and greater creativity.9

In summary, it may be said that fostering an effective and legitimate
United Nations is indeed a crucial problem in today’s turbulent world,
and political accountability holds a key for ensuring closer ties between
UN leadership and its global constituencies.

Declaration of Accountability for Global Governance

With regard to the relationship between democracy and global govern-
ance, the co-chairs of the Commission on Global Governance state in
the foreword to the report Our Global Neighborhood:
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Global governance is not global government . . .We are not proposing move-
ment towards world government, for were we to travel in that direction we
could find ourselves in an even less democratic world than we have – one
more accommodating to power, more reinforcing of the roles of states and gov-
ernments rather than the rights of people.10

And the final chapter of the report underlines the world’s need for en-
lightened leadership that can inspire people to acknowledge their respon-
sibilities to each other, and to future generations.
These were among the key thoughts that guided those who drafted the

Declaration of Accountability for Global Governance in San Francisco
on the occasion of the fiftieth anniversary of the signing of the UN Char-
ter. Some 30 NGO representatives plus several lawyers and college pro-
fessors participated in the drafting of the declaration during the Citizens
Conference on NGO-UN Relations, 21–24 June 1995, sponsored by Citi-
zens Network for Sustainable Development, Rainforest Action Network
and three other NGOs. Over 350 people took part in the conference, the
main theme of which was the role of civil society organizations in the
founding history and the future of the United Nations. A number of
founders and early leaders in the development of the United Nations as
well as the present executive heads and senior officials of the UN system
organizations, including Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, were
invited speakers.
As I participated in the drafting of the declaration, I should like to

share some information about the principal ideas embodied in it that
deserve attention. It is to be noted that this was probably the first at-
tempt by civil society leaders to identify the elements and principles of
accountability applicable to actions of all partners in global governance.
At first, it was proposed that the declaration should set a standard of

accountability to hold up to governments and international agencies, in-
cluding the United Nations, World Bank, IMF and WTO, for developing
ecologically sustainable societies. After discussions, it was agreed that the
concept of accountability should apply to all actors, including civil society
organizations and transnational corporations, not only in relation to sus-
tainable development but also to all sectors of major global issues. It was
pointed out that all actors, both public and private, must form a plural-
ized partnership for global governance. By pluralized partnership, as the
term is used in the third preambular paragraph of the declaration,11 is
meant plural modes of vertical engagement among various actors accord-
ing to the subsidiarity principle that problems would best be dealt with at
the most appropriate level, from the local to the global, and horizontal
engagement aimed at optimum division of labour and synergy among dif-
ferent actors.
The concept of synergy, which has often been used in social science
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and business administration in recent years, was discussed by the drafters
of the declaration. It was generally agreed synergy means that the effect
obtained from the combined cooperative action of, or interaction be-
tween, two or more distinct actors is greater than that obtained from the
sum of their independent actions. The effect obtained could be shared by
other actors and by the public at large. It is therefore different from sym-
biotic mutualism, in which two or more actors derive mutual benefit from
living or acting together. Likewise, synergistic partnerships are different
from business partnerships. The purpose of business partnerships is
exclusive sharing of profits or benefits by partners alone, whereas the pri-
mary purpose of partnership for global governance should be the inclu-
sive sharing of benefits for the well-being of humanity and other forms
of global public goods.

In the fifth preambular paragraph a distinction is drawn between the
responsibility of all partners to each other and their accountability to the
global community, both present and future. Responsibility and account-
ability may both be regarded as obligation erga omnes, but by the first is
meant the responsible manner in which all partners must act in their rela-
tions with each other, taking into account the differences of their respec-
tive capacity, role and function in society. Accountability, on the other
hand, applies to the consequences which various actions may cause, for
instance to the global community and global commons.

It is true that some of the UN system agencies, such as the Bretton
Woods institutions, have often been criticized by developing countries
and NGOs, but it was noted that this should not detract from apprecia-
tion of their overall work in the past and expectations about their contri-
bution to harmonizing pluralized partnership in global governance. As is
shown in the text of the operative paragraphs reproduced below, govern-
mental deliberation on accountability for global governance, with a view
to adopting a set of principles on the subject by the UN General Assem-
bly, was considered as the most appropriate step for the future.

Declaration of Accountability for Global Governance

We the Peoples of the Earth, assembled in the City of San Francisco on the
occasion of the 50th anniversary of the signing of the Charter of the United
Nations . . . [five preambular paragraphs omitted]

Agree to urge the formulation and adoption, by the United Nations General
Assembly, of a set of principles of accountability applicable to actions of all
partners in global governance,

Agree also that the set of principles of accountability should include, inter alia,
the following
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1. All partners in global governance have responsibility to each other and are
accountable to the global community as a whole for their actions that may
adversely affect the various types of global commons;

2. In case of uncertainty about the irreversibility of harm to the global com-
mons, the precautionary principle of erring on the side of safety should be
observed;

3. All partners in global governance have the right, directly or through appro-
priate channels, to take part in planning, decision-making and implement-
ing activities that may adversely affect their well-being, environment and
development;

4. All of these partners have the right of access to information necessary for
pluralized global governance, and they likewise have the duties to ensure
transparency and information-sharing;

5. The will of the people shall be the basis of the authority and legitimacy of
global governance; and this shall be ensured by appropriate mechanisms to
be established and maintained by the United Nations system.12

Several principles of crucial importance to global governance are listed
in the second operative paragraph. Thus there are brief statements on the
precautionary principle concerning the global commons; the right and
duty concerning transparency and information-sharing; and the right of
all partners to participate in planning, decision-making and implementing
such activities that may adversely affect their lives.
The last and definitely most important principle, set forth in the fifth

paragraph, concerns the authority and legitimacy of the institutional
process of global governance, the basis of which shall be the will of the
people, and this ‘‘shall be ensured by appropriate mechanisms to be estab-
lished and maintained by the United Nations system’’. This principle is
intended to go beyond the mere rule of democratic representation within
a state, as embodied in article 21, paragraph 3 of the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights. Furthermore, the opinion was widely shared by
the drafters of the Declaration of Accountability that acceptance of popu-
lar sovereignty, in place of state sovereignty, as the basis of the United
Nations would constitute a conceptual breakthrough for the adaptation
of the United Nations as a universal political organization for the twenty-
first century which should play a pivotal role in global governance.

Codes of conduct facilitating accountability and global
governance

With the relative decline in power of the state in many parts of the world,
civil society organizations and the private sector have gained greater in-
fluence, as they supplement or even partially substitute for the traditional
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politics of the state. Thence comes a clearer demarcation of three cate-
gories of societal organizations as actors, not only in national and inter-
national domains but also global domains, concomitant with the
tendency for the state to become too small for the big things and too big
for the small things.

There has also been a growing interest in the concept of global gover-
nance since the publication of Common Responsibility in the 1990s: The
Stockholm Initiative on Global Security and Governance in April 1991.13
Global governance – defined as collective and concerted efforts to deal
effectively with issues that go beyond the capacities of states or govern-
mental organizations, intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), NGOs,
the private sector and other actors to address on their own – needs the
cooperation and partnership of all stakeholders to overcome the absence
of a central authority. This need, in turn, has given rise to growing inter-
est in various kinds of guidelines and codes for a new type of coopera-
tion/collaboration (also called partnership, synergy, alliance) among
different actors that makes a departure from the traditional adversary or
competitive relations among them. Indeed, there was a remarkable in-
crease in the number and diversity of codes during the 1990s.

The use of instruments variously called codes, guidelines, standards,
sets of principles, declarations, resolutions and so forth is not a new phe-
nomenon in the national scenes of various countries and in the practice
of international organizations, such as the ILO, United Nations, Food
and Agricultural Organization (FAO), World Health Organization
(WHO) and Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). However, the proliferation of what may be called ‘‘framework
documents’’ of a similar nature in the form of declarations or plans/
programmes of action adopted by major conferences and codes of con-
duct, codes of ethics, codes of practice and charters adopted by NGOs
and business associations is of recent origin. Compilations of codes of
conduct which contain full texts or excerpts of documents with commen-
taries that have a bearing on partnership in governance show only the
metaphorical tip of the codes-of-conduct iceberg.14 There have been
many studies on the use of non-binding norms (often called ‘‘soft law’’)
and compliance therewith in several topic areas within international law,
and a number of reviews have been made of codes of conduct for self-
regulation by non-state actors, e.g. business corporations and NGOs, as
well as codes of principles governing the relations between business cor-
porations, NGOs and civil society.15

Most of the ‘‘framework documents’’ are generally broad in scope and
take a long-term perspective, emphasizing the universal principles and
ethics pertaining to the attitudinal dimension for all actors in the commu-
nity of mankind. In most of these documents it is also recognized that
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rights as the foundation of freedom, peace and justice must be joined
with responsibilities and accountability. They likewise propose a policy-
oriented agenda to be pursued on the basis of mutual respect and partner-
ship among individuals, groups and organizations of society. Civil society
organizations are many times challenged in regard to their representa-
tiveness, professionalism and accountability. A study of self-regulatory
codes of civil society brings to light many of the collective construc-
tive actions taken by civil society that pre-empt and respond to such
criticisms.16
The following characteristics of codes may be worth noting as fac-

tors making codes of conduct particularly suitable for partnership in
governance.
� The multicentric and multilayered process of the operation of codes
is useful for achieving the communal goals (e.g. UN Declaration on a
Culture of Peace).17

� The voluntary and participatory basis of codes as norms is conducive to
wider and reciprocal acceptance by each and every partner concerned
(e.g. the Universal Declaration of Human Responsibilities).18

� Codes are forward-looking and capable of being infused with an inspir-
ing ethos – an important attitudinal dimension (e.g. the Earth Charter).19

� Transparency of codes contributes to avoiding cooptation between dif-
ferent actors (e.g. UNHCR-NGO Oslo Declaration and Plan of Action,
1994).20

� Codes, particularly those with contents relevant to public affairs, once
accepted by partners, create expectations about their conduct that can-
not easily be disrupted unilaterally (e.g. Code of Conduct for the Inter-
national Red Cross and NGOs in Disaster Relief).21
It may be added that provisions of codes tend to be general, as they set

forth principles to uphold rather than rules which need to be strictly fol-
lowed. Not in spite of, but because of, this generality, codes for partner-
ship in governance in the world today can be particularly useful for
several reasons. Firstly, partnership in governance often involves actors
in multiple categories pursuing their respective interests; hence, guiding
principles for achieving their common goals could usefully be evoked
and emphasized. Secondly, generality that allows differing interpretations
and flexible application can prove to be useful for developmental transi-
tion from ‘‘autonomous to responsive law’’, as described by Philippe
Nonet and Philip Selznick, particularly in rapidly changing times.22
Thirdly, as codes usually relate to horizontal engagement rather than hi-
erarchical control, they tend to facilitate partnership in governance
through the instrumentalities of the UN system and other multilateral in-
stitutions, which in turn may gradually undergo desirable transformation
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from bureaucratic to what Nonet and Selznik call ‘‘postbureaucratic’’ and
‘‘mission-oriented’’ institutions.

It is becoming widely recognized that a multi-stakeholder approach is
not an option but a necessity for dealing with important global issues, in-
cluding peace and security. In light of the occasional use of Arria formula
meetings (an informal arrangement that allows the Security Council
greater flexibility to be briefed about international peace and security is-
sues) in recent years, where NGO and private sector representatives are
invited to the Security Council for policy dialogue, new avenues might be
opened for more active participation of non-state actors in UN-mediated
conflict prevention, conflict mitigation and post-conflict peacebuilding.23
Having regard to the exacerbating influence that the private sector often
exerts in conflict situations (such as blood diamonds, traffic in arms and
exploitation of natural resources), cardinal principles of corporate social
responsibility in conflict situations might be added to the existing 10 prin-
ciples of the Global Compact (GC).24

It may appropriately be noted here that a tentative proposal for adding
‘‘peace and security’’ provisions to the Global Compact, formulated by a
few Japanese scholars, was introduced at the Second Seminar on Human
Security held early in 2008 at Coventry University in England. The draft
proposal, reproduced below, received some favourable response, and fur-
ther work is being planned. The draft proposes the addition of the UN
Charter, the Millennium Declaration25 and the 2005 Summit Outcome
Document to the preamble to the Global Compact, and the addition of
the following principles.

Peace and Security

Principle 11: Businesses should support concerted efforts by the United Nations
and other international organizations to build and maintain peace and security;
and

Principle 12: Support measures for conflict prevention and peace-building, and
for protection of people in armed conflict, as well as empowerment of their ca-
pacity for human security at all times.

Responsibility and accountability for peace and security

In the aftermath of a series of tragic events (Somalia 1992–1993, Rwanda
1994, Bosnia and Herzegovina 1994–1995 and Kosovo 1999), the work of
the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty
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helped to clarify the dual responsibility of the state: externally to respect
the sovereignty of other states, and internally to respect the dignity and
basic rights of all the people within the state. A set of core principles on
the responsibility to protect (R2P) set forth in the Commission’s report
issued in September 2001,26 including a collective international responsi-
bility to protect by military intervention as a last resort, was endorsed by
the High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change in its report of
November 2004.27 Its shorter version, retaining the essence of the princi-
ples, was subsequently incorporated in the 2005 Summit Outcome Docu-
ment, paragraphs 138 and 139.
The cardinal principle of R2P was often not recognized or disregarded

and violated by many states in the past. And the fact remains that a num-
ber of such states continue the same practice of brazen disregard, as if
they claim the unlimited power of the state to do whatever it wants to its
people. These paragraphs 138 and 139 of the Outcome Document impor-
tantly recognize that the international community, through the United
Nations, also has the responsibility to act under Chapters VI and VIII,
and ‘‘to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner, through
the Security Council’’ under Chapter VII, ‘‘should peaceful means be in-
adequate and national authorities are manifestly failing to protect their
populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes
against humanity’’.
In cases where there exists an obvious deficit in the performance of

R2P on the part of UN Member States and when the United Nations is
unable to deal effectively with the situation by taking adequate collective
action, as is the case with Darfur, what can be done? I would argue for
several steps to be taken in advance to dispose of future cases, such as
the following.
� The Secretary-General should ask Edward Luck, special adviser for the
responsibility to protect, to prepare in consultation with Francis Deng,
special representative for the prevention of genocide and mass atro-
cities, a set of operational rules and guidelines for taking ‘‘collective
action, in a timely and decisive manner, through the Security Council’’,
for consideration and adoption by the General Assembly. From a nor-
mative perspective, such rules and guidelines should clearly be formu-
lated so that the exercise of R2P, through the United Nations, would
initially be an ex ante responsibility to prevent and stop mass atrocities
effectively, rather than an ex post responsibility.

� To assist decision-making by the United Nations, an emergency
standby observer force of an appropriate size under the command of
the Secretary-General should be established as soon as possible, and it
should be dispatched to assess the situation for reporting to the Secu-
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rity Council and to take action as necessary, possibly as part of a
forward echelon, under the authority of the Security Council and the
command of the Secretary-General.

� To ensure speedy decision and action, an exceptional rule might be
adopted by the Security Council that permanent members should vol-
untarily renounce the veto in favour of a two-thirds vote when human-
itarian intervention is urgently at issue. Furthermore, if the Security
Council fails to act immediately, an emergency special session of the
General Assembly should take up the matter without delay.

� The rule relating to ex post R2P should state that international criminal
justice will be administered against the perpetrators of mass atrocities
by the International Criminal Court, the UN’s ad hoc international
criminal tribunals (e.g. the ICTs for the former Yugoslavia and
Rwanda) or ‘‘mixed courts’’ (e.g. those set up in East Timor, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Sierra Leone and Cambodia). Furthermore, the im-
plementation of the rule will demonstrate that impunity is no longer
the order of the day and there shall be no prescription for crimes
against humanity. The second element of ex post R2P will be ensuring
peacebuilding by people themselves with time-limited assistance from
within and outside the United Nations.

� Furthermore, in extreme cases of a recalcitrant state (‘‘rogue state’’), a
possibility should perhaps be explored for suspension of the rights and
privileges of membership (article 5 of the Charter) or expulsion from
the United Nations (article 6). However, generally speaking the twin
tasks of protecting the victims and punishing the perpetrators must be
assessed and balanced against the consequences for the process of
peace enforcement, the need for post-conflict reconciliation and the
fragility of international or domestic institutions.
The radical reinterpretation of state sovereignty as a responsibility to

protect its people made by the International Commission on Intervention
and State Sovereignty was quite remarkable. Yet incorporation of this
underlying principle in the 2005 World Summit Outcome Document was
epoch-making indeed. Although the Commission achieved this feat, the
basic principle has not been translated into action in relation to the situa-
tions in several countries. As the Commission rightly defined it, the re-
sponsibility to protect has three elements of responsibility: to prevent a
conflict, to react to situations of compelling human need and to rebuild
after a military intervention. Having regard to the management of action
vis-à-vis the time factor, it would seem better to utilize the result-oriented
accountability concept rather than responsibility which is time-neutral. In
fact, the term ‘‘accountability’’ is used several times in the Commission’s
report, but in a sufficiently discriminating way. For future development
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of this innovative approach of R2P, in reference to the evolving situa-
tions of today and the future, wisdom and guidance from its main archi-
tects would be useful.28

Transformative but non-structural changes proposed in the
Cardoso Report

Recommendations of the report

The Report of the Panel of Eminent Persons on UN-Civil Society Rela-
tions (Cardoso Report)29 contains several proposals that would, when
implemented, have a far-reaching transformative effect on the United
Nations as a political institution. The paragraphs on one of the Panel’s
key proposals, namely fostering multi-constituency processes, are partic-
ularly worth noting. The Panel states that civil society and other constitu-
encies (including the private sector, parliaments and local authorities) are
important to the United Nations because their experience and social con-
nections can help the United Nations to do a better job, improve its legit-
imacy, identify priorities and connect it with public opinion. Civil society
can also raise new issues, focus attention on the moral and ethical dimen-
sions of decisions in the public sphere, expand resources and skills, chal-
lenge basic assumptions and priorities and protest unfair decisions.
Therefore enhanced engagement, carefully planned, would make the
United Nations more effective in its actions and its contributions to
global governance. The Panel concludes that there is a synergy here, not
a contest, and that the UN’s opportunities strengthen civil society, and
this in turn empowers the United Nations, enhancing its relevance to the
issues of our times.30
The Secretary-General’s report In Larger Freedom emphasizes the role

of civil society and the private sector in relation to the ‘‘imperative of col-
lective action’’ against a broad trend in the contemporary world in the
following terms:

Sovereign States are the basic and indispensable building blocks of the inter-
national system. It is their job to guarantee the rights of their citizens, to pro-
tect them from crime, violence and aggression, and to provide the framework
of freedom under law in which individuals can prosper and society develop
. . . States, however, cannot do the job alone. We need an active civil society
and a dynamic private sector. Both occupy an increasingly large and impor-
tant share of the space formerly reserved for States alone, and it is plain
that the goals outlined here will not be achieved without their full engage-
ment . . .

206 TATSURO KUNUGI



In our efforts to strengthen the contributions of States, civil society, the private
sector and international institutions to advancing a vision of larger freedom, we
must ensure that all involved assume their responsibilities to turn good words
into good deeds. We therefore need new mechanisms to ensure accountability
– the accountability of States to their citizens, of States to each other, of inter-
national institutions to their members and of the present generation to future
generations.31

Furthermore, recalling that the Millennium Declaration reaffirmed that
the General Assembly has a central position as the chief deliberative,
policy-making and representative organ of the United Nations, Annan’s
report states that the General Assembly should engage much more
actively with civil society – reflecting the fact that, after a decade of rap-
idly increasing interaction, civil society is now involved in most UN activ-
ities. It notes that ‘‘the goals of the United Nations can only be achieved
if civil society and Governments are fully engaged, and it proposes that
the General Assembly should establish mechanisms enabling it to engage
fully and systematically with civil society’’.32

Member States’ response to the proposals

Despite all these significant proposals, only a few brief references and en-
dorsement are given to some of them in the 2005 World Summit Out-
come Document,33 as listed below:
� enhancing the contribution of NGOs, civil society organizations, the
private sector and other stakeholders in national development as well
as in the global partnership for development (para. 22.e)

� channelling private capabilities and resources into stimulating the pri-
vate sector in developing countries (para. 24.d)

� ensuring that multiple institutions and international partners all work
under one agreed framework on health issues (para. 57)

� promoting gender equality and empowerment of women (para. 58)
� integrating a gender perspective and promoting full participation of
women in the prevention and resolution of conflicts (para. 116)

� strengthening cooperation between the United Nations and parlia-
ments, in particular through the Inter-Parliamentary Union, for fur-
thering all aspects of the Millennium Declaration in all fields of work
of the United Nations (para. 171)

� welcoming the positive contributions of the private sector and civil so-
ciety, including NGOs, and local authorities in the promotion and im-
plementation of development and human rights (paras. 172–173)

� encouraging responsible business practices such as those promoted by
the Global Compact (para. 174)
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� welcoming the dialogue between those organizations and Member
States in the first informal interactive hearings of the General Assem-
bly (para. 175).
The list is short, and it is difficult to find other passages in the Outcome

Document that relate to the engagement of non-state actors with the
work of the United Nations. Earlier versions of the draft Outcome Docu-
ment did not contain specific passages on the last four items in the list,
and they are welcome additions. What is sorely missing is recognition of
the role and responsibility of non-state actors, particularly in relation to
the peace and security function that is crucially central to the United Na-
tions as a global political institution.
To put it bluntly, the basic approach of the Outcome Document to

peace and security is outmoded, as it is state-centric with an emphasis
on the role of states, particularly major powers, and it fails to take ac-
count of the constructive role played by civil society organizations and
the social accountability of the private sector in the field of security, in-
cluding conflict prevention and post-conflict peacebuilding, as discussed
in the Security Council meetings with representatives of the private
sector and civil society in April and June 2004. Recent studies such as
Parliamentary Oversight of the Security Sector – Principles, Mechanisms
and Practices34 and Peace Support Operations, Parliaments and Legisla-
tion35 indicate greater interest in and increased activities on peace and
security on the part of parliaments in many countries. This also should
have been taken into account. The Outcome Document likewise fails to
deal adequately with one of the key sectors of security, namely planetary
security (the environment and resources), and it did not include any rec-
ommendation on disarmament and non-proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, apparently as a result of trade-offs between negotiating
groups among member governments.
In view of a marked tendency for multiple actors working together to

cope with new and evolving issues, it is for consideration whether the
concept of ‘‘cooperative security’’ should be re-examined in the new con-
text. Cooperative security as advocated in a prescient manner in studies
such as those by Gareth Evans36 and Janne Nolan37 encompassed ele-
ments that are becoming increasingly more relevant today. It is a broad
approach to ‘‘multidimensional security’’ that emphasizes reassurances
rather than deterrence, and does not privilege military solutions over
non-military ones. The approach is inclusive, accepting non-state actors’
role in addition to the role of states as the principal actors, and it stresses
the value of creating the habits of multilateral dialogue. A certain adap-
tation of some of these elements might be particularly useful: for in-
stance, inclusivity of participation of non-state actors for synergistic
partnership rather than merely working together, and acceptance of
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social responsibility and accountability by non-state actors for the pre-
vention of conflict and for post-conflict peacebuilding processes. Further-
more, a combination of the cooperative security approach thus adapted
with the operationalization of the concept of human security, i.e. the pro-
tection and empowerment of people by way of ‘‘redressing specific secu-
rity deficits’’ that should be identified and quantified, would help achieve
effective and equitable security in a world where there are competing
claims for limited resources.38 Justice requires fairness in procedure and
equity in distribution; and cooperative human security is therefore an im-
portant means for achieving justice in the community of mankind.

Steps towards multi-stakeholder partnerships for enhancing
legitimacy and accountability

The impression is inescapable that member governments have responded
to proposals for non-structural transformative changes of the United Na-
tions without much enthusiasm. It is said that the concentration of energy
on the Security Council reform issue and ‘‘quick-win’’ solutions to pov-
erty consumed too much oxygen in the final stage of negotiations on the
Outcome Document. This is unfortunate, because these reform proposals
of a far-reaching nature, if adopted, would greatly help to strengthen the
United Nations in the long run by bringing the Organization to work to-
gether with wider constituencies of all stakeholders, thereby bringing it
closer to the peoples of the world.

Historically and generally, intergovernmental organizations have often
followed an evolutionary path: from a forum of policy consultations
among states, to developing gradually into an institutionalized framework
for cooperation for member states, to pursuing their own interests and
sometimes dealing with their common problems. In order to respond to
major global issues which are beyond the control of individual states,
the United Nations has now reached the third stage by transforming itself
into an actor actively promoting the common interests and shared values
of the emergent global society. If the UN system as a universal IGO
can gradually assume a leadership role in building and managing a quadri-
lateral partnership of governments, IGOs, NGOs and the private sec-
tor, it may eventually reach the fourth evolutionary stage: transforming
itself to be the core process of global governance by way of synergistic
partnerships.39

It can be argued that the policy relevance and effectiveness of the
working of the UN system could gradually be enhanced if the synergy-
promotion function of the UN system were to be further nurtured. It is
emphasized in this connection that the legitimacy of the UN system, to a

ENHANCING POLITICAL ACCOUNTABILITY 209



large extent, hinges upon the enhancement of such a function in two
ways.
If any representation system of non-state actors such as a ‘‘Second

General Assembly’’ cannot be established soon in the intergovernmental
structure of the United Nations, an important progressive step would be
for the UN General Assembly to elaborate and adopt a declaration on
the principles of accountability in the public sphere of global governance
that would help to foster the multi-stakeholder partnerships and multi-
constituency processes of the United Nations.
Elaboration of such a declaration in the form of a voluntary code of

conduct addressed to all actors, including both state and non-state actors,
could be done by the General Assembly with the interactive participation
of representatives of member governments, parliaments, civil society and
the business sector. For that purpose, the format of the two-day interac-
tive hearings held on 23–24 June 2005 will serve as a procedural model
with some improvements. It is parenthetically added that voluntary codes
of conduct that often treat states and non-state actors as partners on a co-
equal footing (e.g. the Universal Declaration of Human Responsibilities
and the UN Declaration on a Culture of Peace) contribute to wider and
reciprocal acceptance of communal norms by each partner concerned,
due to the multicentric and multilayered process of the operation of
the codes. In addition, once accepted by partners, codes create expecta-
tions about the conduct of the partners that cannot easily be disrupted
unilaterally.
A ‘‘Second General Assembly’’, for which many proposals have been

advanced in the past, is always conceived as an assembly of non-govern-
mental actors, i.e. elected parliamentarians and/or representatives of civil
society and the private sector. For maximizing the political legitimacy of
the interactive process of a Second General Assembly, I would argue that
it should be an inclusive public sphere with Member States, non-state ac-
tors and representatives of other intergovernmental organizations, in-
cluding regional organizations, participating as appropriate. It is noted
in passing that it has become customary for the General Assembly to hold
informal interactive hearings with civil society, NGOs and the private
sector a couple of times every year on selected questons. For instance,
during 2006 three hearings were held on least-developed countries, inter-
national migration and development, and AIDs. Depending on the prior-
ity issues to be taken up, selection of representatives could be made in a
businesslike manner by applying explicit criteria for e-governance using
advanced communication technologies. These steps (i.e. elaboration and
adoption of a declaration and setting up an inclusive public sphere)
would conform with the broader trend towards human-centred demo-
cratic governance around the world, as well as with a shift to partnerships
of all major actors in coping with global issues.
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It is widely accepted that the resolution of interrelated global issues re-
quires a multisectoral and multi-actor approach, instead of a single-focus
alliance of selected actors directly concerned. One of the four purposes
of the United Nations as set forth in the Charter is ‘‘To be a centre for
harmonizing the action of nations in the attainment of these common
ends’’,40 and in today’s world it is necessary for the United Nations to
harmonize the action of the private sector and civil society actors as well
as ‘‘nations’’. By working with civil society organizations which are capa-
ble of influencing how governments and businesses see their own inter-
ests in relation to global public goods in a long-term perspective, the UN
system can gradually transform itself to be the centre of global gover-
nance processes.

By and large, in view of the affinities of visions and the principles that
guide the UN system and NGOs, efforts to build and manage a strategic
partnership between them should be less difficult than other types of bi-
lateral partnerships. The UN’s institutional effectiveness requires leader-
ship to make necessary initiatives, coordinate various actions, facilitate
compliance with relevant norms and oversee the implementation of deci-
sions. Partnerships between the United Nations and NGOs have indeed
contributed to such leadership, as demonstrated by the formation and
functioning of a number of multi-stakeholder schemes that have been
set up in the past 10 years or so. The Global Biodiversity Forum, Global
Environment Facility, Global Water Partnership, Global Alliance for
Vaccines and Immunization and the Joint UN Programme on HIV/
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria are a few examples of multiple partner-
ship arrangements that are less formal than traditional intergovernmental
organizations and more suitable for inclusive participation of stakehold-
ers concerned. The UN Fund for International Partnerships (UNFIP),
which promotes new public-private partnerships and alliances worldwide,
had as of 2004 facilitated over 200 project and partnership requests that
included 19 UN entities, five academic institutions, 65 companies, 35
foundations, 10 governments and 65 NGOs.41 It is hoped that public en-
gagement of non-state actors in these numerous organizational arrange-
ments will also be made in due course by the recently established
Peacebuilding Commission and the Human Rights Council, as well as by
other institutions in the UN system.

Conclusion

The foregoing analysis of recent developments that have a bearing on the
accountability and legitimacy of the United Nations points to the need
for the UN system to take the role of synergizer, so that positive bene-
fits deriving from horizontal engagement of multi-stakeholders can be
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appropriately combined with existing vertical modes of governance.
Strengthened accountability of the United Nations and its cosmopolitan
leadership, imbued with solidarity, would promote much-needed syn-
ergy and interface of vertical and horizontal governance of sustainable
peace and development. Strong leadership and participative engage-
ment are often mutually exclusive, but most effective when appropriately
combined.
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Democratic accountability in
UN field operations

Kazuo Takahashi

The governance of post-conflict territories by the United Nations embodies a
central policy dilemma: how does one help a population prepare for democratic
governance and the rule of law by imposing a form of benevolent autocracy?
And to what extent should the transitional administration itself be bound by
the principles that it seeks to encourage in the local population?1

Inherent difficulty and contradictions

With the end of the Cold War, democracy has become the paramount po-
litical ideology in the world community, but diversity in its forms and
substance is widely recognized. Even in a country where social conditions
and culture may not provide a fertile ground for democracy, there is a
widespread belief that democracy should be good for the country and
should work well. Reflecting the dominance of liberalist values, democ-
racy has become a global ideology which has been incorporated into the
workings of the United Nations as its basic value in recent years. There-
fore, when the question of accountability becomes an issue at the United
Nations, it has come to include democratic accountability in addition to
managerial and financial accountability.

Democratic accountability, which has evolved over time, should in-
clude a number of factors irrespective of the interpretation of democracy:
popular participation in decision-making, including elections, transpar-
ency in governance and rule of law. Beyond the essential characteristics
of elections, other factors such as plurality of political parties, a free press
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and civil society are all important and helpful for deepening democracy,
but they are not necessarily conditions for democracy, particularly in its
infancy.
One major difficulty of the term democratic accountability arises from

the debates between modernists and post-modernists. Modernists tend
to believe in liberalist approaches to a political system, putting emphasis
on values as expressed in the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human
Rights.2 In the post–Cold War period, this perception tended to be em-
phasized by the Western alliance in a somewhat triumphant manner.
Post-modernists believe in the uniqueness of individual societies, with
their own cultures, traditions and histories. They prefer a more neutral
term, such as political accountability. However, with the emergence of
post-post-modern perception, as expressed by the Millennium Declara-
tion, the Sustainable Development Summit and the 2005 Outcome Docu-
ment,3 some of the modernist elements have emerged as common values,
including democracy, which has not been rejected even by such countries
as Russia, China and other developing countries. It can therefore be rea-
sonably assumed that, while the debate on its use has been real until re-
cently, the term democratic accountability may be used for the purposes
of the analysis of the issues that are our concern in this work.
The field operations of the UN system in development cooperation,

humanitarian emergency, peacekeeping operations (PKOs) and peace-
building are all essentially of an autocratic nature, however benevolent
their intentions. While these categories of operations have widely differ-
ent levels of hierarchical, and thus undemocratic, character, the central
functions of the UN system in promoting democracy are pursued by
these autocratic field operations. Namely, democracy is pursued by a
non-democratic structure – the field offices of the UN system. There is
an inherent contradiction in this relationship. Even if the external actor
is not the United Nations, be it a bilateral donor or an international
non-governmental organization, the relationship remains basically con-
tradictory. The dilemma for the United Nations is that democracy has
now become its core institutional value, so the contradiction has become
salient in UN field operations.
Beyond this basic contradiction, the inherent problem is aggravated by

such seemingly nominal but real factors as the four-tier structure of in-
comes in the field, a phenomenon that is common in many countries.
For example, it is widely pointed out in Afghanistan that the monthly in-
comes of UN staff are around $10,000, those for international NGOs
around $5,000, for local NGOs $500 and for government officials $50. In
this situation, the autocracy of the UN field operation is fortified by plu-
tocracy. To make it worse, the high incomes of the UN field staff tend to
generate inflation, with a devastating impact on a local population that is
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largely unemployed and generally extremely poor. Sexual abuses by UN
officials and PKO soldiers have become major problems.4 Long-term im-
pacts of these factors will become a major negative consequence of well-
meaning UN operations.5 This situation creates, to say the least, a hostile
environment for any consideration of democratic accountability of field
operations.

Thus, the question of democratic accountability of UN field operations
is faced with inherent difficulty and basic contradictions, which are aggra-
vated by practical and real factors including enormous gaps in income
and high inflation. This issue will become a major priority concern in the
world community in the near future.

Increasing primacy of field operations

The UN Charter did not anticipate any substantial operational activity by
UN organs, except military operations under Chapter VII. With the onset
of the Cold War the Security Council became basically non-functional,
with the consequence that the expected structure for military operations
did not materialize.6 However, the United Nations proved to be a highly
practical peace organization. Within the strong constraints of the Cold
War, the United Nations invented peace operations that had not been ex-
pected by the founders of the Charter, such as the PKO, a seed which has
eventually grown so that it has changed the fundamental character of the
United Nations.

Operational activities of the UN system emerged from the changing
structure of the world community. They responded to such needs as de-
velopment cooperation, humanitarian emergencies and enlarged PKOs.
Peacebuilding will be next on the agenda. By responding practically to
the needs of the world community, the Organization has evolved beyond
the UN Charter, resulting in significant expansion of field operations.

The operational activity of the UN system began with the shift in the
membership structure of the United Nations and its specialized agencies
from the dominance of industrial powers towards the increasing majority
of newly independent countries. Development became a rallying cry of
these countries. Through the resolutions in the UN General Assembly
and the general conferences of specialized agencies, development coop-
eration has become increasingly one of the most prominent functions of
the whole UN system. Developmentalism spread over the UN system as
a whole through the 1950s and 1960s. Operational activities through
the Expanded Programme of Technical Assistance (EPTA) and the Spe-
cial Fund, which were merged into the UN Development Programme
(UNDP), as well as through specialized agencies and other subsidiary
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bodies of the UN General Assembly, such as the UN Children’s Fund
(UNICEF) and the UN Population Fund (UNFPA), gradually became
important features of the United Nations in the course of these years.
Backed up by the voting powers of the developing countries at the delib-
erative bodies,7 these operational activities have been strengthened over
time.
The end of the Cold War brought two new major features to the UN

system, although both had been pursued on a smaller scale and with a
lower profile during the period of developmentalism: large-scale humani-
tarian interventions,8 and PKOs with voluminous UN interim administra-
tions. The end of the Cold War has changed the world structure from the
twin axes of East-West and North-South to globalism. These large-scale
operations have basically been promoted to underpin global solidarity,
but national perspectives, unavoidably, are always at work.
While large-scale humanitarian disasters have been constant features

in modern history, the post–Cold War period has been characterized by
UN agencies intervening in them.9 In many cases the UN High Commis-
sioner for Refugees (UNHCR) has been leading the way.10 However,
other agencies, such as the World Food Programme (WFP) and the
World Health Organization (WHO), have also been heavily involved in
these complex emergencies. Through these activities, operations of UN
agencies within sovereign states have acquired further legitimacy. Hu-
manitarian interventions, mainly through UN agencies, are now constant
features of the international landscape, resulting in increasing recognition
of the importance of UN field operations.
Large-scale PKOs and UN interim administrations are now familiar as-

pects of the post–Cold War period. Well over 20,000 people were in-
volved under the UN Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC)
and more than 40,000 in the UN Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina
(UNMIBH). The PKO budget for 2005 was three times the size of the
regular budget of the United Nations ($5 billion and $1.6 billion respec-
tively). While discussion of the possibilities and limits of these large-
scale operations abounds, they are becoming a constant and important
feature in the world community (estimates for 2008 are $7 billion and
$2.6 billion respectively). The relatively quick exit of UNTAC from Cam-
bodia by emphasizing elections contributed significantly to large-scale
PKO/interim administrations acquiring legitimacy, although it left a num-
ber of problems unresolved in Cambodia.
Development cooperation, humanitarian intervention and large-scale

PKO/interim administrations have together changed the nature of the
United Nations substantially. The operational character of the UN sys-
tem, which the founders of the UN Charter did not foresee, has become
an important aspect – perhaps the predominant feature when measured

218 KAZUO TAKAHASHI



in terms of budget and staff.11 It is essential that the question of account-
ability of the United Nations should be addressed within this new and
emerging structure and within the operation of the UN system as a
whole.

Emerging principles of democratic accountability

While the issue of contradictions and dilemmas related to democratic
accountability is highlighted most dramatically in the large-scale PKO/
interim administrations category, it may also be clearly seen in humani-
tarian interventions and development cooperation.

Development cooperation

In the field of development cooperation, issues of governance have
acquired increasing importance since 1989, when two major documents
became public. One was the adoption of the work programme of the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Eco-
nomic Co-operation and Development (OECD) for the 1990s at its high-
level meeting in December 1989. Governance was highlighted as one of
the major issues that would be addressed by the DAC in the coming
years. The other was the publication of a report by the World Bank on
the constraints for development of African countries.12 It dealt mainly
with poor governance of African countries.

Following the emphasis on structural adjustment in the course of the
1980s, governance became the main feature of development cooperation
in the 1990s. This shift of emphasis partly reflected the new concern of
major donors who did not have to support dictators, military regimes or
corrupt governments any more as part of a zone-of-influence competition
with the Soviet Union. The net impact of the consecutive emphasis on
highly interventionist approaches of development cooperation, namely
structural adjustment policies and governance, has been to bring about
tension between field operations and democratization of the recipient
governments. UN field operations are pursued by administrative struc-
tures which are, of necessity, autocratic. The concept of governance hav-
ing always a double meaning, namely democracy and responsible and
effective administration, democracy is implied when an emphasis is put
on governance. Development cooperation of UN agencies has, therefore,
been considered as an important component of democratization of the
recipient country. Pursuit of democracy in developing countries by be-
nevolent and yet autocratic UN operations is bound to have various im-
plications for democratic accountability of these operations. The three
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major components of democracy, namely participation including elec-
tions, transparency and rule of law, are beginning to have implications
(detailed below) in development cooperation operations of UN agencies,
so that they enhance democracy in the recipient country while UN field
operations maximize democratic characters in spite of their essentially
autocratic nature.

Participation

Two forms of participation of the population are widely practised. One is
participation of local NGOs in the formulation of a project as well as in its
execution. One important task of UN field offices is to find proper local
NGOs and cultivate good relations with them. Their participation in the
various phases of the project cycle is an increasingly important compo-
nent in democratic accountability of UN operations in development co-
operation. International NGOs, which tend to have stronger delivery
capacities, are sometimes viewed as competitors by local NGOs for re-
sources of UN agencies. Implications of this sentiment must always be
kept in mind in considering popular participation.
Another is the use of public forums for the purpose of promoting par-

ticipation of a broad spectrum of the population in various phases of a
project. It is important to develop a device through which people whose
voices are weak are heard at these forums. People are highly sensitive
about the nature of the forum. When it is organized just for an alibi,
they immediately feel it. Public forums have to be for listening to the real
voices of the people. An effective sociological analysis of the community
where the forum is held is an essential requirement for this purpose.

Transparency

Local media such as radio and the press, and also television in some
cases, have come to play important roles in enhancing transparency for
UN development cooperation operations. In many poorer countries, in
which radio is the most important mass medium, producing documents
in local languages contributes significantly to strengthening transparency.
It is also important to keep key communication persons (rumour mills,
rumour channels) informed.

Rule of law

In many developing countries, customary laws prevail in daily life. How-
ever, it is essential for UN field operations to pursue activities based on
contractual agreements with the government and other local partners as
much as possible. Observance of legal obligations should have a demon-
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stration effect on the local community, thus rule of law is an essential re-
quirement in the democratic accountability of UN field operations. Lack
of legal expertise in many field offices is a problem in this respect.

In summary

Basic components of democratic accountability are emerging around the
above factors in the field of UN development cooperation. However, fur-
ther elaboration of them is needed to establish a set of principles for
democratic accountability. The United Nations is clearly weak in this
area.

Humanitarian interventions

In the field of humanitarian interventions, most of the situations in which
actions take place are characterized as complex emergencies. A number
of agencies with different specialities are involved, including a variety of
UN agencies such as the UNHCR, WFP and UNICEF. Quick actions are
needed in these situations. These actions are carried on in an environ-
ment where the security of UN staff has increasingly been undermined.
Democratic accountability in complex emergencies has to be consider-
ably different from development cooperation. However, the major com-
ponents, namely participation, transparency and rule of law, are the
same in both.

Participation

Any systematic participation of the local population is impossible in com-
plex emergencies, which are characterized by chaotic situations. However,
cooperation of the local population is an essential requirement for suc-
cessful operations. In such a situation, an evaluation arrangement after
an initial phase is a useful approach. An evaluation team might be sent
to the emergency spot in a year or so to look into a variety of potential
issues, including participation of the local population and the interaction
between their participation and interagency coordination. Participation
of local people in these difficult situations has to be a major concern in
the evaluation from the viewpoint of democratic accountability.

Transparency

In complex emergencies mutual suspicion is the most dangerous factor
that tends to aggravate already precarious situations. Transparency plays
a critical role in alleviating mutual suspicion. UN agencies’ efforts to en-
hance transparency have to lead the way to avoid deterioration of the
emergency situation.
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A number of different approaches have been experimented with. The
most effective among them has been the use of radio. The literacy rate
tends to be low in a country in which a complex emergency takes place.
Radios can be bought at an affordable cost or even distributed free
of charge. The most delicate matter in most cases is the question of
languages.

Rule of law

In a complex emergency the local situation is characterized by lawless
chaos. Rule of law tends to be neglected. UN agencies have to act
quickly, with a significant amount of improvisation on the spot. Coopera-
tion among various agencies has to be left to the discretion of the officers
in charge. Chaos, improvisation and discretion are the dominant reality
in complex emergencies.
However, from the viewpoint of democratic accountability, a modicum

of rule of law has to be inserted into this situation. This is related to inter-
agency agreements and contractual agreements with local NGOs and in-
dividuals as they participate in the operations. The agreements do not
have to be detailed instruments that are drafted by lawyers from both
sides. However, rule of law, rather than pure human relations, should be
incorporated into the chaotic situation through the operations of UN
agencies. It should be possible to establish certain patterns of agreements
that would be proper in those operations. Several models of agreements
might be produced, based on recent experiences in the world community.

In summary

If one puts all these considerations together, evaluation mechanisms
should be the most important instruments in securing democratic ac-
countability in complex emergencies. Elaboration of these arrangements
should be an important task for the Peacebuilding Commission of the
United Nations.

PKO/interim administration operations

In PKO/interim administration operations, the contradictions between
the structure of these operations and promotion of democracy in the
country concerned get sharpened. Securing democratic accountability of
these operations becomes all the more important.

Participation

Participation of the local population takes many forms. Beyond public
policy concerns, the livelihood factor plays a key role in relation to the
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question of participation. In most countries to which a PKO/interim ad-
ministration is sent, the private sector is virtually non-existent. Thus the
only employment opportunities are in the public sector, which in turn
means UN operations. Therefore, it is of vital importance to consider
the question of participation from the viewpoint of employment opportu-
nities. Since the sustainability of employment with these operations will
be impossible, a transition of employment to domestic sectors has to be
kept in view at an early stage. At the same time, since the allocation of
employment opportunities has significant implications for the social sta-
bility of the country, a set of clear guidelines for employment is an essen-
tial requirement.

Transparency

In order to avoid any misunderstanding that the PKO/interim administra-
tion might be a new form of occupation by foreign powers, the transpar-
ency of the operations is vitally important. Beyond radio, which is a
powerful instrument, newspapers should be encouraged. Critical com-
ments by local experts on UN operations should be welcomed, so that in-
formation provided through radio and newspapers can be credible in the
minds of the local population.

Rule of law

In most cases laws and lawyers are scarce in the countries in which a
PKO/interim administration is deployed. Social actions, including em-
ployment, tend to be dictated by human relations rather than rule of
law. Prevalence of nepotism is seen in most of these countries.

In this situation, it is important for UN operations to make the rule of
law its principal code of operation. Application of their own principles
and legal instruments to the local situation might have to be considered
in some cases, although this kind of imposition should, in principle, be
avoided.

A new dimension of the UN reform exercise

The above considerations of the question of democratic accountability
make it clear that UN reform attempts should include field operations,
which have already become the predominant feature of the United Na-
tions in terms of both budget and staff. While financial/fiscal and manage-
rial accountability may largely be considered as an extension of these
concerns at the Secretariat headquarters,13 democratic accountability of
field operations raises different types of issues, as has been discussed
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above. It is important for the UN community to begin to look into this
question now, so that the next round of the reform exercise can deal
squarely with this dimension of issues.
Any consideration of reform should start with strengthening the partic-

ipation of the local population in field operations, enhancing the trans-
parency of these operations and applying the principle of the rule of law
to them. While it is encouraging that these factors are beginning to play
increasing roles, they are far from being satisfactory. Detailed analysis of
concrete cases should reveal important lessons to be learned. The short
account of this subject in this chapter indicates that there may probably
be substantial common patterns of requirements among different kinds
of operations.
A team approach should be pursued to conduct meaningful research.

For the next round of the reform exercise, research-based proposals
rather than political considerations (the 2005 round for the United Na-
tions at 60 was based on the trend set by the UNGA presidency of
1997–1998) should play important roles in relation to the question of
democratic accountability of UN field operations. A credible basis for po-
litical negotiations should be established by solid research on the emerg-
ing predominant feature of the UN system, the field operations. The
report of the Secretary-General’s High-level Panel, ‘‘Delivering as
One’’, provides a useful starting point for this exercise.14
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Accountability and NPM reforms
in the European Union:
Implications for UN reform

Koji Fukuda

Introduction

Accountability is essential for effective government and a precondition
for all democratic systems. The use of new public management (NPM)
reforms as a means of improving accountability in the United Nations
was one of the major topics of debate at the UNU Tokyo Symposium on
Accountability in October 2006. Given the importance being attached to
this issue by the United Nations, it would be useful to examine similar re-
forms recently initiated in the European Union to see if there are lessons
the United Nations can learn.

Since democracy depends on ‘‘both elite and mass commitment to its
norms and procedures’’,1 it is reasonable to ask to what extent, and
to whom, should international organizations such as the United Nations
ultimately be held accountable. In the light of the corruption scandal
surrounding the UN’s largest-ever aid programme, the Oil-for-Food Pro-
gramme in Iraq, in which the Secretary-General’s own son was impli-
cated,2 it would appear the United Nations is facing enormous problems
with accountability. It seems appropriate to ask whether the United Na-
tions will be able to reform itself and what guidelines it will use to do so.
One option available to the United Nations is the type of NPM reform
which has been enacted in the European Union in the past few years in
a reasonably successful attempt to enhance its accountability.

It had long been realized that for the European Union to fulfil its mis-
sion of creating a ‘‘citizens’ Europe’’, higher levels of transparency and
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accountability would be essential. Consequently, the European Council’s
Laeken Declaration3 stressed the need for the European Union to create
a constitution as a way of achieving greater accountability and legitimacy.
The declaration set out the four following requirements:
� to create appropriate division and definition of competence between
the European Union and its member states

� to effect simplification and ensure transparency of the EU institutions
� to secure more democracy and efficient decision-making processes in
the European Union

� to draft a constitution for European citizens.4
It also emphasized the significance of strengthening the accountability

and legitimacy of the European Union to its member states and Euro-
pean citizens.
However, when citizens were given the opportunity to vote on the

Treaty on the Constitution for Europe in 2005, ratifications were rejected
by referendums in France and the Netherlands.5 Indeed, in the case of
the Netherlands ratification was rejected by an overwhelming majority,
with 61.6 per cent against and only 38.4 per cent in favour.6 The underly-
ing reason for these rejections was a belief that the EU institutions were
becoming excessively complicated, and its governing powers were be-
coming increasingly remote from the average EU citizen. EU decision-
making processes had increasingly become controlled by technocrats in
Brussels, and turnouts in European parliamentary elections had been de-
clining for years.
One of the most frequent and damning criticisms of the European

Union is that power is held by European élites or unaccountable Euro-
crats, and that democratic processes and the will of the people are often
ignored as a result. The European Union has been particularly criticized
for its perceived lack of accountability in its mechanisms and policy pro-
cesses. This lack of accountability represents a long standing problem
known as the ‘‘democratic deficit’’7 in the European media.
This chapter will discuss how successfully the NPM reforms of the late

1990s and early twenty-first century have enhanced accountability in the
European Union, and the implications for UN reform. It will mainly fo-
cus on managerial accountability and its relationship with democratic or
parliamentary control. The specific objectives of the study are as follows.
Firstly, it will examine the history of the concept of accountability and

consider its definitions with regard to comparative politics, international
relations and public administration. The evolution of notions of account-
ability and responsibility needs first to be examined by both theoretical
and empirical analyses. This examination will define the nature of ac-
countability in the mechanisms of the administrative reform processes in
the European Union and other international organizations.
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Secondly, it will look at European governance reforms which have
been introduced in the light of NPM thinking. It will analyse and summar-
ize the EU experiences of administrative reforms with regard to NPM,
and address the broader issues concerned with accountability, agencies
and public management. It will then ask how we can make up for the
perceived deficit in political/managerial accountability in the European
Union and its member states using NPM guidelines.

Thirdly, it will consider what kind of role is expected of agencies and
evaluations in the European Union and the United Nations, and the re-
percussions for accountability lines and links. It will also examine and at-
tempt to explain the similarities and differences between the frequently
confused concepts of responsibility and accountability, with particular
emphasis on the field of public administration. It seems essential to ask
whether the new agencies and policy evaluation systems actually secure
the functioning of democratic processes and the effective administrative
management of public governance or not.

Concepts and mechanisms of accountability

Historical evolution and types of accountability

The roots of the concept of accountability are derived from notions of
political accountability in the ‘‘Athenian politics’’ of ancient Athens.8
The primary meaning of accountability is the giving of an account or
explanation.

Nowadays the word is more frequently used in its parallel sense as a
financial term in budgetary management. We are able to distinguish ac-
countability relating to public financial management, bookkeeping and
auditing from political accountability, since the former has become inde-
pendent from the latter and taken on its contemporary meaning as a
technical and financial concept.

In the early nineteenth century Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill
started developing the concept of political accountability with regard to
parliamentary democracy.9 By the middle of the nineteenth century the
constitutional notion of ministerial responsibility had been firmly estab-
lished in the United Kingdom. According to the works of Albert Dicey,10
the idea of a ‘‘balanced constitution’’ depends upon two pillars of politi-
cal responsibility of ministers to parliament: ministerial accountability to
elected members, and bureaucratic accountability to ministers.11

In the present context, ‘‘democratic accountability’’ is a term familiar in
political science, especially comparative politics. It is frequently used to
describe accountability in terms of its relation to suffrage, and is mainly
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focused on the issue of ‘‘parliamentary accountability’’. It seems that
democratic/political accountability borrows from the traditional ministe-
rial responsibilities developed by Bentham and Mill, who argued over
whether elected representatives should be able to exert political control
over the administrative organs of the bureaucracy or not.

Political and managerial accountability

While responsibility has traditionally been broadly defined as including
the moral and ethical values of politicians and bureaucrats, the concept
of accountability contains notions of ‘‘institutional control’’ and ‘‘sanc-
tions’’, which can be enforced by means of legal force by external persons
or bodies. It is therefore fair to say that accountability is actually a highly
rigid and specific notion that can be contrasted with the looser and
more general notion of responsibility. Philip C. Schmitter argued that:
‘‘Accountability, in short, implies an exchange of responsibilities and po-
tential sanctions between rulers and citizens, made all the more compli-
cated by the fact that a varied and competitive set of representatives
typically interposes between the two.’’12
Larry Diamond and Leonardo Marlino defined accountability as ‘‘the

obligation of elected political leaders to answer for their political deci-
sions when asked by citizen-electors or other constitutional bodies’’.13
Academic discussion of public administration tends to distinguish ‘‘politi-
cal accountability’’, including the representative organizations which are
accountable to the people’s will, from ‘‘managerial accountability’’, which
is related to the implementation of public policies in accordance with the
performance standards which have been agreed officially.
In another attempt to divide accountability into two subsections, Guil-

lermo O’Donnell described accountability as consisting of ‘‘vertical ac-
countability’’ and ‘‘horizontal accountability’’. Vertical accountability is
concerned with representative democracy and corresponds to the ac-
countability defined by Diamond and Marlino.14 O’Donnell reserved the
term ‘‘horizontal accountability’’ for accountability which is related to the
inter-branch relations among the judiciary, the executive and the legisla-
ture.15 In other words, horizontal accountability refers to the checks and
balances within governmental organizations.
From the perspective of international relations or political-military re-

lations, accountability poses many problems. It is often necessary to cede
elements of political control to chiefs of staff when ‘‘military planners are
given clear guidelines from elected decision-makers’’.16 Furthermore,
military operations are often performed under the control of interna-
tional organizations like the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
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and the United Nations, and since the end of the Cold War these
operations have become more frequent. Following the 11 September
2001 terrorist attacks in the United States, the Japanese Self-Defense
Forces were authorized to provide support for the US-led military action
in Iraq. In Japan, the Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Law was adopted
by the Diet in October 2001. With this new legislation in place it became
possible for armed Self-Defense Forces to be sent to foreign soil during a
time of war. However, questions have been raised concerning the law’s
constitutionality and implications for accountability, since the Japanese
constitution forbids the use of force as a means of resolving international
disputes.

Considering the various definitions of accountability, it appears that
they all have the ‘‘principal-agent relationship’’ in common. The ‘‘principal-
agent’’17 theory works something like this. Political accountability de-
mands that those to whom power is delegated (‘‘the agent’’) have a
responsibility to justify their decisions and actions to the citizenry
(‘‘the principal’’). However, the agent must be accorded some room for
manoeuvre in deciding the appropriate timing and level of detail of ex-
planations. If this were not the case, excessive time and effort might be
spent on unnecessary explanations, conflicting with another important
objective – efficiency.

The setting up of adequate standards and ‘‘good practices’’ for use in
regular evaluation of European Community activities to realize public
policy goals and secure managerial responsibility also lies within the re-
mit of political responsibility. In the present context of criticism of dys-
functions in the checks-and-balances mechanisms, a new structure for
securing accountability has been demanded.

Reforming the European Commission and governance using
NPM thinking

NPM had spread not only to Britain but also to other Anglo-Saxon coun-
tries by the 1990s. NPM was born of a general decline in ‘‘govern-ability’’
among the governments of nation-states and increased civic distrust of
governmental problem-solving capability. In its effort to conquer these
problems, NPM thinking was augmented by a series of trends collectively
known as neo-liberalism. The chief elements of these neo-liberal trends
can be summarized as follows:
� practical use of market mechanisms
� serious consideration of the principle of competition
� deregulation or outsourcing of certain government services
� ‘‘agencification’’ and privatization
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� greater focus on competition between public and private organs
� a belief in ‘‘small government’’
� the enhanced use of performance as a criterion for evaluation.18

Christopher Hood and Sandford Borins defined NPM as involving
hands-on professional management, standards and performance mea-
sures, output measurement and controls, disaggregation of units and op-
erating autonomy, competition, privatization and private-sector-style
management, discipline and parsimony, and customer service.19 Manage-
rial accountability refers to the responsibility which the commissioned
authority exercises in accordance with the performance evaluation stand-
ards previously agreed at a political level.
Financial responsibility and legal liability are both important factors as

far as managerial accountability is concerned, and they must be incorpo-
rated into both policy-making and implementation processes. The main
points can be outlined as formal, rational, practical use of public financial
resources; ‘‘value for money’’,20 rational, practical use of resources; and
programme accountability in attaining policy goals.
In March 1995 the Jacques Santer Commission (1995–1999) launched a

programme entitled ‘‘Sound and Effective Management 2000’’ (SEM
2000),21 shortly followed by a further policy statement on ‘‘Moderniza-
tion of Administration and Personnel Policy’’ (MAP 2000).22 In 1996 the
European Commission launched a ‘‘Communication on Evaluation’’,23
which introduced strengthened evaluation systems and shared elements
of NPM thinking, such as an emphasis on ‘‘decentralization’’ and ‘‘per-
formance’’. However, scandals involving nepotism and inefficiencies in
the Santer Commission would have a profound effect on the process of
those reforms. Although the European Commission administrative re-
forms of the mid-1990s were not directly modelled on NPM thinking,
they were affected by their member states’ NPM reform practices.
The eventual resignation of the Santer Commission made a radical re-

form effort virtually inevitable. In 1999 the succeeding President of the
European Commission, Romano Prodi, appointed the Vice-President,
Neil Kinnock (the UK commissioner), to take charge of ‘‘European gov-
ernance’’ reform using NPM guidelines, with the intention of achieving
administrative reforms and encouraging greater accountability. It should
be noted that the reforms initiated under Kinnock were indeed strongly
influenced by NPM reforms in the United Kingdom.24
Although, generally speaking, important progress was made with the

issue of accountability at that time, one area where a deficit seemed in-
evitable was agencification. This is especially problematic because estab-
lishing agencies according to NPM strategies is common not only among
the EU member states but also in the EU institutional mechanisms. The
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goal of achieving greater accountability may conflict with other equally
important goals, such as greater efficiency and cost reduction. This is par-
ticularly true of Western Europe, where people have learnt to prefer
‘‘small government’’.

Based on the results of Kinnock’s activity, in 2000 the Prodi Commis-
sion published a white paper, ‘‘Reforming the Commission’’,25 which
stressed major changes in ‘‘strategic priority setting and resource alloca-
tion’’ and described a system of ‘‘activity-based management (ABM)’’.
The paper outlined a policy of ‘‘externalizing’’ operational tasks and ac-
tivities so as to be able to refocus on policy priorities. The European
Commission was more cohesive in its efforts to import ABM than it had
been with SEM 2000, MAP 2000 or Dessiner la Commission de Demain
(DECODE – ‘‘Designing the Commission of Tomorrow’’)26 (1997–
1999), and the results were more systematic and successful.

NPM is a highly client/customer-oriented system and extremely effec-
tive in dealing with the ‘‘red tape’’ associated with traditional bureauc-
racies. It is used as a hard-core tool for building efficient European
public governance by administrative or managerial reforms in the Euro-
pean Union, and also serves as a means of improving the accountability
and efficiency of EU administrative management through its ‘‘depoliticiz-
ing’’ of power, i.e. keeping policy implementation organs distant from
decision-making organs.

Furthermore, the policy evaluation element of NPM is considered to be
another important method of enhancing democratization and efficiency
in the policy-making processes of the European Union. In this context
Hellmut Wollmann demonstrated three phases in the development of re-
lations between public sector reforms and evaluation, as follows:
� the first wave of evaluation during the 1960s and 1970s in the United
States, Sweden and Germany

� the second wave of evaluation beginning in the mid-1970s in the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom

� the third wave of evaluation during the late 1980s and 1990s, related to
the NPM movement when the European Union introduced programme
evaluation.27
Policy evaluation has already proved effective at eradicating bid rig-

ging and political corruption, and has helped to restore trust in the Euro-
pean Union among both the nation-states’ representative organs and the
citizens themselves. The white paper on European governance focused
on accountability, which the Prodi Commission saw as one of the most
important principles to be considered when reforming governance.28
The overall purpose of the policy evaluation framework is to help
strengthen accountability and legitimacy in the European Union.
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Evolution of accountability mechanisms in the European Union

Public accountability mechanisms have gradually developed throughout
the EU administrative and management reform processes (table 11.129).
Audit and financial control have been exercised under the financial regu-
lations since the 1970s, and a wide variety of steps have been taken to
add to the accountability of EU institutional systems.
All the new instruments for enhancing public accountability share cer-

tain key characteristics. The Council of Ministers’ responsibilities to-
wards the member states and the European Commission’s collective
responsibilities have been strengthened as a result of the greater account-
ability to European citizens. However, the accountability of Council of
Ministers’ members or commissioners towards the European Parliament
is only one aspect of transparency.
Accountability can be viewed as an important method of attaining

good governance and ensuring governmental objectives are reached.
Managerial accountability can be defined as the accountability of a sub-

Table 11.1 Chronological overview of accountability reforms in the European
Union

1953 Publication of general reports on the activities of the European Union
and bulletin of the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)

1958 Publication of general reports on the activities of the European Union
and bulletins of the European Economic Community (EEC) and
European Atomic Energy Community (EAEC)

1975 Establishing of new community agencies
1977 Setting up of the European Court of Auditors
1979 Introduction of a system of direct European parliamentary elections

Power of discharge of EU budgets by European Parliament and
parliamentary audit

1989 Creation of Conférence des Organs Spécialisés en Affaires
Communautaires (COSAC) system to ensure EU legislative
processes are watched over by representatives of European
Parliament and national parliaments

1992 Establishment of ‘‘EUROPOL’’ cross-border policing unit
1993 Establishment of Office of European Ombudsman to investigate

complaints of maladministration in Eurocracy
1998 Opening up of meetings of certain public bodies and increased public

access to administrative information concerning European Union
1999 Creation of Fraud Prevention Office (OLAF)

Creation of committee of independent experts, consisting of Euro MPs,
to scrutinize cases of corruption, nepotism and mismanagement

2002 Introduction of ‘‘EUROJUST’’ cross-border prosecution unit for
judicial cooperation in criminal matters

Incorporation of evaluation systems in European Union
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ordinate to a superior in an organization, and it can be found inside pub-
lic sector organs as well as outside. In order to enhance accountability,
we need an evaluation system that is based on a set of ideal criteria with
a certain value system, usually referred to as ‘‘benchmarking’’.

John D. Stewart30 and Kiyoshi Yamaya31 classified the evolution of
the concept of accountability into five stages, all of which are relevant to
the modern understanding of accountability. The arrangements for audit
and financial control in the European Union are intended to secure legal
accountability, which is a law-based system of EU public administration.
Staff regulations32 and financial regulations provide for compensation
with regard to the damage suffered by the European Union as a result
of an official’s misconduct. The five evolutionary stages are illustrated in
table 11.2.33

Legal accountability and process accountability are concerned with
‘‘input legitimacy’’, while performance accountability is concerned with
‘‘performance measurement’’ and ‘‘output legitimacy’’.34 ‘‘Bench-
marking of the best practices’’ in the public sector should be exercised at

Table 11.2 Modern understanding of accountability

Level Accountability stages Measures and institutions

1 Political Policy accountability Direct election of European
Parliament, policy evaluation
directorates-general of the
European Commission

2 Political and
administrative/
managerial

Programme
accountability

Programme evaluation
Project evaluation
DGs of the European
Commission

3 Administrative/
managerial

Performance
accountability

Performance evaluation
Administrative inspection
European Court of Auditors
DGs of the European
Commission

4 Administrative/
managerial

Process accountability European Ombudsman
European Court of Auditors
OLAF
DGs of the European
Commission

5 Administrative/
managerial

Legal accountability European Court of Justice, a
committee of independent
experts consisting of Euro
MPs and DGs of the
European Commission

European Court of Auditors
EUROJUST, OLAF
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every stage of performance measurement.35 Programme accountability
and policy accountability are concerned with the criteria for making
judgements about an outcome; while programme and performance
accountability imply stated goals which may not always be attainable,
policy accountability cannot be confined within any such pre-set standards.
Constitutional and administrative systems may require transparency to

an even greater degree than that demanded from commissioners and
members of the Council of Ministers. Thus the European Union has
always sought to achieve high levels of accountability and demonstrate
its sense of political responsibility to its citizenry. Greater accountability
of public policy governance, consistent at both international and domes-
tic levels, will be demanded by citizens in the future. An evaluation sys-
tem operates in the light of pre-fixed standards, and dissatisfaction leads
to demands for greater accountability and new instruments for ensuring
accountability. Some reformers seek through ‘‘privatization’’ the ac-
countability of market forces, while others seek through ‘‘decentral-
ization’’ bonds of community control. Each idea seeks to replace a
hierarchical control dependent on the European Council’s or European
Commission’s accountability by more direct bonds.

Accountability of the European Commission and the
Council of Ministers

Accountability of the European Commission

Christopher Lord proposed an analytical framework for accountability at
the core of democracy which divides the concept into four categories, dis-
tinguishing between ex ante and ex post accountability of decisions before
and after they are taken; vertical and horizontal accountability; internal
and external accountability; and output and input accountability.36 The
European Commission’s accountability can be appraised from three dif-
ferent viewpoints.
Though commissioners are formally independent of national govern-

ments, there are in fact many ways in which the Commission can be super-
vised by those governments. The Commission depends on the European
Parliament and member states for commissioner appointments, the DG’s
staffing and the commissioners’ cabinet staffing, as well as other re-
sources. It is also accountable to the European Parliament, by which it
can be dismissed in extreme cases. Thus the Commission is effectively
accountable to both member states and the European Parliament. The
European Parliament’s power to confirm the Commission in office is con-
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cerned with ex ante accountability, and its power to dismiss the Commis-
sion is the instrument which ensures ex post accountability. The Commis-
sion should also be directly accountable to European citizens, since it has
a duty to provide good administration for individuals or groups, as the
white paper on governance pointed out.37

On 16 March 1999 the Commission of the European Union, then pre-
sided over by Jacques Santer, collectively resigned after reading the first
report of the Committee of Independent Experts.38 The Committee had
been created six weeks earlier by the European Parliament in order to
investigate documents from commissioners which led to allegations being
made by the European Parliament itself, as well as by certain sections of
the press, concerning fraud, mismanagement and nepotism by individual
commissioners. At the end of its investigation the Committee concluded
that as far as fraud was concerned, it had not found any evidence on the
part of the Commission. However, it had established, in two of the inves-
tigated documents, instances of fraud by a certain number of civil ser-
vants working for the Commission and by third persons to whom the
Commission had outsourced executive tasks. It also found that individual
commissioners, and the Commission as a whole, had not dealt adequately
with fraud committed by those persons, and that it was therefore guilty of
mismanagement. Moreover, flagrant nepotism was identified on the part
of one member of the Commission.

Following the Commission’s resignation, the European Parliament
mandated that the Committee of Independent Experts prepare a second
report formulating recommendations for improving the Commission’s
practices, particularly procedures for awarding financial contracts and
contracts for temporary staff. In a ‘‘Second Report on Reform of the
Commission’’, submitted to the European Parliament on 10 September
1999,39 further recommendations were made to formulate measures to
deal with the incidents of fraud, mismanagement and nepotism which
had been discovered. The second report pointed out the role of the
European Parliament in its relation with the Commission: ‘‘As in all par-
liamentary democracies, the relationship between Parliament and the ex-
ecutive branch is of a dual nature: first, Parliament has a right to be
informed by the Executive, which gives account of its action (hereafter
accountability); second, it also judges the ultimate political responsibility
of the Executive and draws the political consequences (hereafter political
responsibility).’’40 Many of the recommendations were taken into ac-
count by the new Commission, under Romano Prodi, in the preparation
of its reform proposals.

As has already been mentioned, a keystone of constitutionalism in a
parliamentary system, as it exists in most EU member states, is the
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accountability and political responsibility of cabinet ministers to an
elected parliament. This implies that the head of government, the prime
minister, and his cabinet ministers must render an account of their ac-
tions to parliament, which may hold them politically responsible for any
shortcomings in the performance of their duties of office. If these short-
comings cause parliament to lose confidence in the executive, it has the
power to force individual ministers, the prime minister or the whole cab-
inet to resign through a vote of no confidence.
All this raises the question of how the accountability and political re-

sponsibility of the European Commission’s President and its members
in the European Union can be similarly ensured; and there are, in fact,
treaty articles in the European Constitution designed to achieve this.
Commissioners are bound to explain their actions to the European Par-
liament, and they can be held accountable by Parliament when those ac-
tions constitute wrongful behaviour.
The first requirement follows from article 197 EC, which gives the

European Parliament the right to hear and question commissioners orally
and in writing: ‘‘The Commission shall reply orally or in writing to ques-
tions put to it by the European Parliament or by its Members.’’41
The second requirement follows from article 201 EC, which enables

the Parliament, by open vote, to censure the Commission, compelling it
to resign ‘‘as a body’’ if the motion is carried by two-thirds of the votes
cast. Moreover, as a result of the Santer Commission problems, the polit-
ical leadership function of the Commission’s President has been strength-
ened by the Nice Treaty, which now grants him or her extensive powers
over other commissioners if they transgress the rules. It can be seen from
the forgoing of some power of individual commissioners to the Commis-
sion President that the principle of the accountability of the Commission
to the European Parliament already constitutes a basic element of the
European Community’s legal framework.
All of the above relates to the Commission, which is the executive

branch under the first pillar, and leaves unanswered the question of how
the principle of accountability and political responsibility should also ap-
ply to the Council of Ministers.

Accountability of the Council of Ministers

One reason for the existence of a democratic deficit in the Council is that,
under the first pillar, it is not actually part of the executive branch but in-
stead part of the legislative branch – even though its individual members
are, at the level of the member states they represent in the Council, mem-
bers of executive government, and in that capacity accountable only to a
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member state’s national or regional parliament. The Council is supported
by many subordinate committees and working groups (more than 250)
staffed by national officials, among them the highly effective Committee
of Permanent Representatives (COREPER), the Political Committee on
Common Foreign and Security Policy and the K.4 Committee on Justice
and Home Affairs.42 COREPER is an indispensable means of interlock-
ing Community administration with a member nation’s administrative
processes. In principle, European Community administration relies on
national administrative organs to carry out Community policy, although
in practice there are some notable exceptions, such as defence and wel-
fare policy.

The European Council, which consists of ministers from the elected
governments of member states, was not politically accountable to any
European Community institution before the Nice summit. Under the
Nice Treaty, accountability of the European Council to the public has
been enhanced by obliging it to provide when ‘‘acting in its legislative ca-
pacity greater access to Council documents’’.43

As in the case of member states, the issue of accountability centres on
the duty of executive officers to keep Parliament informed, in the sense
of rendering account to Parliament by explaining actions and giving in-
sights into executive decision-making. In that context, the question is
often raised whether executive officers (commissioners or ministers)
should be disciplined only for knowingly misleading Parliament, or also
for giving inaccurate or incomplete information provided by the Euro-
pean Commission. It is also reasonable to ask whether some distinction
should be made between personal guilt and managerial accountability.
In other words, to what extent should a minister or commissioner be
sanctioned for wrongdoing on the part of his subordinates when he has
no personal knowledge? In such cases, would it be reasonable to expect
the minister or commissioner to resign, or should some less serious sanc-
tion be imposed? If a minister were suspected of committing illegal ac-
tions, he would ultimately be accountable to his own member state’s
electorate at the next domestic general election. If the voters had lost
confidence in his competence or managerial ability, he would risk paying
the penalty with his career at this point.

In the second report of the Committee of Independent Experts, the is-
sue of political responsibility was defined as follows: ‘‘Political responsi-
bility concerns the political consequences attached to conduct of holders
of public office, or to conduct of civil servants working under them within
their sphere of competence, by the institution or person who can hold
such holders of public office to account.’’44

Although political responsibility is essential in all democratic legal sys-
tems, it exists in different forms and at different levels depending on the
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constitutional structure of the legal system concerned. The report pointed
out that differences exist:

(1) as to the extent of political responsibility: only for individual, personal or
functional misconduct or also for misconduct of subordinate civil servants?

(2) as to the nature of the political consequence: dismissal, or other conse-
quences of a lesser nature?; imposed collectively, or also individually?

(3) as to the institution or person called upon to impose the political conse-
quence: Parliament, president or prime minister?’’45

However, the above provisions relate only to the first, or European
Community, pillar of the European Union to which the relevant EC
Treaty provisions specifically apply. By contrast, no similar provisions ap-
ply to the second and third pillars, in which both the European Commis-
sion and the Parliament play only a limited role. Under the terms of the
first pillar, the European Council and its individual members are not to be
held accountable to any organ of the European Union for action under-
taken at EU level.
As for managerial accountability, an important distinction should be

made between deliberate and accidental acts of misconduct. On the
one hand, a superior might order a subordinate to carry out an action
which the subordinate does not realize is illegal; while, on the other
hand, a subordinate may carry out illegal acts of which his superior has
no knowledge.
Under the governance reforms, an official whose misconduct consists

solely of ignorance or procedural errors is sanctioned less severely than
an official whose misconduct is premeditated and motivated by private in-
terests. An official guilty only of the former type of offence may receive a
salary cut or be forcibly transferred to another department, depending on
the seriousness of the case. All civil servants are subject to political con-
trol under the vertical structures of accountability. Internal and external
accountability mechanisms are interdependent and prerequisite condi-
tions in the European Union.

Enhancing accountability through new agencies and
evaluation systems in the European Union

Decision-making systems are required to account for actions in terms of
their consequences. The European Commission, the Council and the EU
agencies should be accountable to their principal, the European citizens
or electorate. Output and input accountability are of great importance,
in so far as policy implementation processes should be accountable to
the citizens as well as decision-making processes.
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The white paper on European governance set out to revise the execu-
tive processes in the European Community and reduce its reliance on the
sprawling and overcomplicated committee system, sometimes negatively
referred to as ‘‘comitology’’,46 with more robust use of the more trans-
parent and manageable autonomous regulatory agencies. Some such
agencies existed before the reforms, mainly as information-gathering
entities, though there has been a recent trend towards granting them
stronger decision-making authority – examples are the European Food
Safety Authority47 and the European Aviation Safety Agency.48

The agencies are distinct from the EU Council, European Parliament
and European Commission in the framework of the European Union’s
‘‘first pillar’’. These EC agencies have their own legal personality, and
they are ‘‘set up by an act of secondary legislation in order to accomplish
a very specific technical, scientific or managerial task’’.49 European regu-
latory agencies are not intended to reduce the Commission’s own execu-
tive power but, on the contrary, to enhance its power by providing it with
specialist support and essential information that it cannot provide inde-
pendently (see table 11.3).50 Most of the EC agencies are created by sec-
ondary legislation adopted on the basis of article 308 of the EC Treaty, in
which no provision is made with regard to political responsibility for
agency acts. In order to remedy that situation, one commentator has
rightly proposed improving the accountability of agencies through legal
means, mainly through procedural scrutiny.51

Accountability derived from law can operate as a valuable substitute
for accountability derived from politics in instances where the latter
does not exist or operates inefficiently. The device is actually used in the
case of the Commission itself, whose regulatory institutions can be seen as
prime examples of genuine regulatory agencies.52 As was emphasized in
the second report of the Committee of Independent Experts, executives
or implementing agencies should also be submitted to strict ‘‘accountabil-
ity through law’’ devices. In that report, the use of temporary implement-
ing agencies was advocated as a legal instrument designed to organize
and better control the contracting out and funding of European Commu-
nity tasks carried out by third parties – the agency being responsible only
for implementing measures, with the Commission retaining the power to
make policy choices and judgements.

According to the first Director of the European Environment Agency,
his agency is a new type of network administration, its mission being the
provision of timely, targeted and reliable information to policy-making
agents and the public. Its role is to supersede for informational purposes
the complex network of inaccessible committees and other entities re-
sponsible for environmental policy-making and make them more accessi-
ble to NGOs and the public.53 The EU model is easily applicable to
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horizontal and vertical forms of accountability (table 11.4) which involve
sharing sovereignty between member states, pooling it in Brussels and
dividing it among the member state governments.
As mentioned above, the SEM 2000 recommended enhancing the eva-

Table 11.3 Agencies of the European Union

Acronym
Date
set up

‘‘First pillar’’ of the European Union
European Centre for the Development of
Vocational Training

CEDEFOP 1975

European Foundation for the Improvement
of Living and Working Conditions

EUROFOUND 1975

European Environment Agency EEA 1990
European Training Foundation ETF 1990
European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and
Drug Addiction

EMCDDA 1993

European Medicines Agency EMEA 1993
Office for Harmonisation in the Internal
Market (Trade Marks and Designs)

OHIM 1993

European Agency for Safety and Health at
Work

OSHA 1994

Community Plant Variety Office CPVO 1994
Translation Centre for the Bodies of the
European Union

CdT 1994

European Monitoring Centre on Racism and
Xenophobia

EUMC 1997

European Agency for Reconstruction EAR 2000
European Food Safety Authority EFSA 2002
European Maritime Safety Agency EMSA 2002
European Aviation Safety Agency EASA 2002
European Network and Information Security
Agency

ENISA 2004

European Centre for Disease Prevention and
Control

ECDC 2005

European Agency for the Management of
Operational Cooperation at the External
Borders

FRONTEX 2006

‘‘Second pillar’’ of the European Union
European Union Institute for Security
Studies

ISS 2001

European Union Satellite Centre EUSC 2002
European Defence Agency EDA 2002

‘‘Third pillar’’ of the European Union
European Police Office EUROPOL 1992
European Police College CEPOL 2000
European Judicial Cooperation Office EUROJUST 2002
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Table 11.4 Evolution of accountability mechanisms in the European Union: Measures and institutions

Administrative
managerial legal/
judicial accountability

Administrative
managerial process
accountability

Administrative
managerial
performance
accountability

Political administrative
managerial programme
accountability

Political policy
accountability

CJ EUROJUST European Ombudsman Performance evaluation Programme evaluation Policy evaluation
OLAF OLAF Administrative

inspection
Project evaluation Direct election of

European Parliament
European Court of
Auditors

European Court of
Auditors

European Court of
Auditors

Committee of
Independent Experts
consisting of MEPs

DGs of the European
Commission

DGs of the European
Commission

DGs of the European
Commission

DGs of the European
Commission

DGs of the European
Commission
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luation capacity for ‘‘sound and efficient management’’, and the ap-
propriate evaluation systems have been established in most of the major
directorates-general. It also argued in favour of expanding its network of
evaluators at both member state and EU levels. However, external eval-
uators pointed out that evaluation was ‘‘not yet mature enough to be
used systematically for decision support’’. The focus of the evaluation
consequently shifted from project evaluation to programme and policy
evaluation. In July 2000 the European Commission published a new com-
munication recommending a more complete evaluation system. Up to
that point evaluations had focused only on the results of projects, a sys-
tem known as output evaluation. It was realized that this was insufficient
and the evaluation would be enhanced if it covered all stages of a project,
using continual evaluation.54 This was a means of improving the quality
of evaluation inside the European Commission and was aimed at evalua-
tion of wider activities.
By applying such an ‘‘activity-based evaluation’’ system, the quality of

evaluation within a committee is raised and it becomes possible to use
evaluation as a basis for decision-making. The success of a project or pro-
gramme can easily be measured by comparing pre-set standards with
eventual results using the programme accountability and performance-
accountability models. As a result of the NPM reforms, evaluation of per-
sonnel, policies and systems is now operational in all EU institutions.
To prepare a report detailing the results of a particular evaluation, the
activity-based evaluation standard, which can also be considered an
evidence-based system, must be combined with the five stages of account-
ability described in table 11.4 (policy, programme, performance, process
and legal accountability).

Accountability and NPM-guided reforms in the
United Nations

While the United Nations was a latecomer to NPM-guided reforms, NPM
concepts now inspire UN reform measures as far as efficiency and ac-
countability are concerned. The United Nations must be seen ‘‘to be a
center for harmonizing the actions of nations’’55 if it is ‘‘to achieve inter-
national cooperation in solving international problems’’.56
The UN Secretariat has the specific function of ensuring accountability

with regard to UN administration and actions taken in accordance with
budget and legal and accounting standards. This is managerial account-
ability – that is, vertical or hierarchical accountability and internal to the
Organization – and is required in the United Nations in respect of rela-
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tions such as those between the Secretary-General and officials, including
UN Ambassadors, of each Member State, representatives of the per-
manent members of the Security Council, and between the Secretary-
General and UN staff.

The United Nations is also required to provide horizontal and political
accountability to stakeholders who are affected by UN actions, such as
other international organizations, Member States, NGOs and multina-
tional companies. In other words, in the UN context political or manage-
rial accountability is required depending upon the policy/decision-making
process, the implementation process, the evaluation process and other
processes.

Proposals for NPM-guided reforms in the United Nations are primarily
concerned with the international management of public administration.
According to Graham T. Allison Jr, the ‘‘function of general manage-
ment’’ consists of ‘‘strategy’’, ‘‘managing internal components’’ and
‘‘managing external constituencies’’.57 In this case, ‘‘strategy’’ means de-
ciding organizational goals and priorities and setting out the implementa-
tion plans to achieve them.58 ‘‘Managing internal components’’ refers to
management of UN internal organs, personnel administration and con-
trol of performance. ‘‘Managing external constituencies’’ is an organiza-
tional response to external outsourcing organs, agencies, pressure
groups, private enterprises, the media and civil society. The following
four steps can be suggested as an NPM reform approach for the United
Nations in the light of the lessons learned during the EU reform process.

Firstly, a benchmark assessment system should be introduced into the
internal organs, whereby every objective should be linked to a manage-
ment assessment system. This is an example of a top-down approach, fea-
turing practical use of an external agency. It is necessary to build a
stakeholders’ participation and supervision system so that the United
Nations and its stakeholders can cooperate together more fully in order
to provide global public goods better.

Secondly, a bottom-up process should also be introduced to assist the
reform of systematic internal management. This would oversee office ad-
ministration and the administrative performance evaluation systems, and
be indispensable for planning and assessing outcomes as well as setting
budgets.

Thirdly, the results of public policy implementation evaluations carried
out by Commission staff representing various member states together
with the results of audits carried out by the independent European Court
of Auditors must both be utilized throughout the policy formulation
process. The viability of a prospective project or programme could then
be assessed by considering or analysing the information obtained dur-
ing the two different types of evaluation, namely the qualitative policy
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evaluation and the quantitative financial evaluation. The resultant ‘‘dou-
ble’’ evaluation would be more accurate and effective, and reflect the
Commission’s commitment to the concept of ‘‘best practice’’.
Whenever dubious financial management or instances of fraud occur,

not only in member states but also in international organizations such as
the United Nations and the European Union, the organizations are
criticized for the deficits in transparency and accountability. Further-
more, any organization which offers global public goods in cooperation
with international organizations and their member states, NGOs or pri-
vate enterprises has to secure its accountability towards its constituen-
cies. Some lessons learned from the EU experience will be applicable to
UN attempts to improve its ‘‘accountability’’ to the global community,
and will also help to enhance the democratization of the policy-making
processes of the United Nations and related organizations as well as their
accountability to ‘‘the peoples of the United Nations’’.

Conclusion

This chapter has tried to show how NPM-guided public sector gover-
nance reforms have been introduced into the European Union and how,
during the course of these reforms, the aim has been to enhance account-
ability throughout the European Union and the United Nations. Accord-
ing to the Commission staff working document, ‘‘If it is accepted that
democracy in Europe is based on two twin pillars – the accountability of
executives to European and national legislative bodies and the effective
involvement of citizens in devising and implementing decisions that affect
them – then it is clear that the reform of European modes of governance
is all about improving democracy in Europe.’’59
This chapter finds that NPM reforms have been inextricably linked

with accountability in the European Union, and there are a number of
channels through which accountability, under its various definitions, may
be achieved. As far as political accountability is concerned, these include
democratic elections, by which parliaments are held accountable, and sys-
tems of scrutiny and sanctions which can be applied to ministers. With re-
gard to managerial accountability, such channels include the right of the
public to consult an ombudsman, to have open access to administrative
documents and to have projects or programmes scrutinized by auditing
bodies. Although normally considered the principal, citizens should shift
to being the agent when obliged to monitor and assess official decisions.
If the EU experience of NPM reform is drawn upon, it can be concluded
that accountability, both political and managerial, must be institutional-
ized if it is to work effectively in the United Nations.

248 KOJI FUKUDA



The notion of political/democratic accountability differs from that of
managerial accountability, in that the latter is hierarchical and internal
to the organization, though usually supported by external audit agencies.
Recently, due to concern over the imperfect enforcement of EU law, the
EU agencies have begun to accrue regulatory and executive functions.
Former UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan attempted to reform many
of the UN’s organs and agencies, starting in 1997, but progress has been
slow.

In this context I would like to suggest a few methods by which institu-
tional reform at the United Nations may be advanced:
� the establishment of a clear system of delegation of authority in the
Secretariat as a basis for enhancing accountability

� greater transparency and more openness in sharing information and
decision-making

� strengthening the monitoring and evaluation systems in the United
Nations.
Success or failure of the EU’s recent expansion to 27 members may de-

pend on whether it is viewed as being accountable to its citizenry or not,
and the United Nations might find itself in a similar situation if the re-
form initiatives taken by former Secretary-General Kofi Annan are not
followed through by Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon.

The United Nations will be able to use the EU’s experience with NPM
as a framework for its attempts to reform itself and make itself more rel-
evant and, above all, accountable to its citizens in the increasingly global-
ized and ever-changing world of the twenty-first century.
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12

Improving accountability and
legitimacy in the European Union

Michael Reiterer

Introduction

If you consult the popular Wikipedia1 online encyclopaedia on ‘‘account-
ability and the European Union’’ you are greeted by what I would call
the ‘‘negative’’ concept of accountability, namely the risk of maladminis-
tration of public budgets, the creation of the European Court of Audi-
tors, the European Anti-Fraud Office (OLAF) and the need for
transparency and double-entry bookkeeping, and you are reminded of
the spectacular fall of the Santer Commission in 1999, orchestrated by
the European Parliament.

‘‘Accountability’’ is part of democratic government, governance and
control. There is a (fine) difference between ‘‘accountability’’ and ‘‘re-
sponsibility’’: while the former puts more emphasis on the need to ex-
plain (transparency), the latter implies a liability to carry out a duty, e.g.
to be held liable for the policy goal and its implementation. Thus a
decision-maker can be held accountable, as he/she is responsible. Conse-
quently, one can be held personally accountable democratically, legally,
politically or financially, depending on the context.

Democratic accountability

In the context of the European Union (EU), democratic accountabil-
ity plays a particular role and has to be assured in a different manner

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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compared to a nation-state, as the European Union lacks the political in-
stitutions and procedures normally associated with democratic control. It
lacks an elected government – which the European Commission (EC) is
not. It also lacks the usual tension between government and opposition, a
function which the European Parliament is not providing, as there is no
party ‘‘backing’’ a European government (or the EC). There is no real
Europe-wide party system,2 no real European public and consequently
only a nascent European public opinion. The European Parliament, di-
rectly elected since 1978, has successfully increased its controlling rights
and its oversight over the budget – the right to dismiss the EC over the
budget being the strongest means. National parliaments, pressure groups,
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and other emanations of civil
society attempt to fill the remaining void. The Treaty of Lisbon (2007)3
even strengthens the rights of national parliaments of member states in
surveying respect for the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality,
although they are not European institutions (art. 61B).
The European Commission presented its views on accountability in the

context of its white paper on European governance (2001).4 Accountabil-
ity is regarded as an instrument to overcome the ‘‘disenchantment of
many of the Union’s citizens’’ in delineating clearly the responsibilities
and competences of each European institution and also the correspond-
ing ones of its member states. Information and communication are the
strategic tools to implement accountability, as they would empower inter-
ested citizens to exercise control and participate actively, thereby contri-
buting to governance on the European level.
In presenting a special report in 2006 on integrating new EU members,

the European Commission reverted to the issue of accountability in the
context of measures to ensure the EU’s capacity to maintain the momen-
tum of European integration, consisting of three components: institu-
tions, common policies and budget. In relation to institutions, ‘‘The
Union needs to ensure that its institutions and decision-making processes
remain effective and accountable, for the sake of current Member States
as well as in view of further enlargement.’’5
Carol Harlow criticizes the EC approach as too process-oriented and

claims that the institution should have an obligation to render an account
of its doings, e.g. the content of its policies. Furthermore, she advocates a
pre-eminence of democratic accountability (through national parlia-
ments) over the judicial one, represented by the European Court of Jus-
tice.6 She refers to a statement of principles developed by the Committee
of Independent Experts, set up to investigate the Santer Commission:

The principles of openness, transparency and accountability are at the heart of
democracy and are the very instruments allowing it to function properly. Open-
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ness and transparency imply that the decision making process at all levels is as
accessible and accountable as possible to the general public. It means that the
reasons for decision making are known and that those taking decisions assume
responsibility for them and are ready to accept personal consequences when
such decisions are subsequently shown to be wrong.7

While I agree that respect for procedures alone is not a sufficient con-
dition – content-wise, disastrous decisions can be taken while meticu-
lously respecting procedures – it is true that within the EU system
procedures play a particularly important role as they differ from pillar to
pillar (comitology), reflecting for example whether a matter is within
Community, mixed or member states’ competence.

Legal accountability

Law plays a specially important role in the functioning of the European
Union: the Union is based on a treaty which is enforceable; EU law is the
same in all member states and has an autonomous character in relation to
national law of member states. which it supersedes; and large parts of the
law are directly applicable in member states.

Thus the European Court of Justice (ECJ) is the unique manifestation
of legal accountability at the European level. The Court may decide dis-
putes among member states, between the European Union and member
states, among EU organs and between European citizens and the Euro-
pean Union. Disputes on which the Court may act fit into several catego-
ries: infringement actions and preliminary rulings are related to the
obligations of member states; annulment proceedings, action for failure
to act, action in damages and rulings on international agreements are re-
lated to the institutions of the European Community.8

European citizens can seek legal proceedings for any dispute involving
European law at their national courts, given the supremacy of European
law over national law and the direct applicability of the former. National
courts may, and sometimes must, submit questions to the European
Court of Justice for a preliminary ruling. The ECJ must then give an in-
terpretation or review the legality of a rule of European law, which is of a
binding nature for the national court asking the question.

The Court has also recognized the principle of liability: infringements
committed by member states are likely to give rise to obligations to pay
compensation. Most conspicuously, the development of ECJ case law
illustrates the Court’s contributions to creating a legal environment
for European citizens by protecting the rights which Community legisla-
tion confers on them in various areas of daily life, as well as advancing
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European integration in some areas by means of so-called judge-made
law (e.g. the Cassis de Dijon decision9).
The Court of First Instance, set up to relieve the ECJ from some case-

load, has special competence for actions brought by companies in the
field of competition. The latest addition to the European court system is
the European Civil Service Tribunal (2005) to adjudicate between the
European institutions and their staff.

Political accountability

The revamped Lisbon Strategy of the European Union10 is an example
of political accountability with a ‘‘positive’’ connotation already close to
public diplomacy. Heads of state or government committed publicly to
take actions to realize agreed policy goals in a verifiable manner, setting
up a system of reporting and peer review based on agreed benchmarks
allowing for public scrutiny. In devising this strategy, member states com-
mitted publicly to implement a programme for which they themselves,
and not the European Union, are largely responsible. Positive as trans-
parency is, this technique has one important snake: the public can get
the impression that ‘‘the EU’’ (and not the member states) has to imple-
ment or, as it is presently the case, has largely failed to implement poli-
cies in time, thereby rolling over political accountability (inadvertently?)
from the member states to ‘‘the EU’’. Thus this example of ‘‘positive’’
political and public accountability (as opposed to the negative one re-
ferred to earlier) can also be a double-edged sword in terms of the per-
ception of the European Union by the public.

The European Union and the United Nations:
Some parallel developments

While there are obvious differences in the geographical extent, range and
depth of integration of policies covered by the United Nations and the
European Union, there are some parallels in historical and organiza-
tional terms.11
Both were born in the aftermath of the Second World War – the

United Nations in 1945 and the European Coal and Steel Community,
the forerunner of the modern European Union, in 1951, while the EC
itself was founded in 1957. Both have expanded enormously since then –
the United Nations from 51 to 191 member states and the European
Union from six to 27, with a few more to come in the future. The range
of activities of each institution has seen similarly radical growth. Each in-
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stitution has faced the challenge of how to agree and deliver effective
policies in spite of the very different political intentions, culture and ad-
ministrative traditions of their member states and staff. Both are strug-
gling to close the discrepancy between expectations and the legal and
financial means with which they are implemented.

Furthermore, the administrative and governance structures created in
the 1940s and 1950s were not adapted to deal with the increased com-
plexity expansion generated – nor with the new challenges arising from
the need to cooperate internationally in order to have the capacity
to solve an ever-growing array of problems whose solutions need to be
international in nature to meet new security threats. While there were at-
tempts to deal with these issues in the past, they were piecemeal and
made limited progress, hampered not only by bureaucratic inertia but
also by a lack of understanding of the genuine need to cooperate and
the corresponding lack of political will to cooperate closely on the inter-
national level.

Nevertheless, both institutions have achieved much over the years: the
United Nations in the areas of sustainable development, refugees, fights
against diseases and the promotion of good governance; and the Euro-
pean Union in the creation of a single currency, a functioning single mar-
ket, enlargement and border-free travel in most of Europe (Schengen
area). But both have been badly affected by scandals, worsened by the
perception of outsiders that there exists a climate of inefficiency and sys-
temic corruption. The result for both institutions has been a loss of confi-
dence by key stakeholders, and of morale by staff.

It is against this background that both the Commission and the United
Nations have committed to far-reaching reforms of internal management
and governance.12 The constitution for Europe would have added clearer
institutional reform, which is a necessary complement to efforts to im-
prove management. However, the above-mentioned Treaty of Lisbon
(2007), which replaced the constitution after the latter was rejected in
referendums in France and the Netherlands, pursues institutional reform,
although the structure of the treaty is less transparent than its failed pre-
decessor. Its implementation hinges on a second positive vote in Ireland,
in a referendum due in October or November 2009.

While the United Nations and the European Union cooperate exten-
sively in the realm of development policy, they also cooperate in the
non-external relations parts of activities, of which ‘‘administration’’ is of
particular interest for this study. Both organizations exchange experience
and best practices, including staff exchanges and experience in planning,
budgeting, human resource management, internal audits and controls
and ethics. Because of the many areas of cooperation in the field – the
European Union contributed in 2006 @1,400 million to the work of the
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United Nations – they undertake joint action in anti-fraud investigations
and activities including sharing of experience, participation in investiga-
tors’ conferences and detachment of staff.13
Because of the organizational differences between the European

Union and the United Nations, parallels between the two institutions
should not be overstated. In the European Union, unlike the United Na-
tions, the internal organization of the European Commission operates
with very considerable autonomy from the member states, both organiza-
tionally and as regards policy development. As the executive body of the
European Union, the Commission is headed by senior politicians. They
are appointed collectively and subject to approval by the directly elected
European Parliament, still with one per member state. Most importantly,
the Treaty of Lisbon imposes a clear obligation requiring them not to ac-
cept instructions from anyone, including their country of origin. In turn,
member states have agreed not to seek to influence commissioners.
Thus, while the commissioners obviously bring with them an awareness

of national issues and sensitivities, they are committed to seeking to de-
velop policies in the collective interests of Europe as a whole, and are
genuinely free to do so. Failure to comply with these obligations can re-
sult in the European Parliament forcing the College of Commissioners as
a whole to resign. However, only the President of the Commission can
request the College to discharge a fellow commissioner.14
Much of the Commission’s power comes from its right of initiative,

while the decision-making power remains with the member states organ-
ized in the Council of Ministers and the European Parliament. The Com-
mission can try to cajole and shame member states into action by means
of the ‘‘Community method’’. Compared to the United Nations, the pos-
sibility of taking decisions by majority rather than consensus is an impor-
tant difference and asset.

The EU reform

The Commission structure allowed for largely separating internal man-
agement reform from the wider issues of political control over the organ-
ization. Where the member states were involved, however, some were
reluctant to accept changes in the Commission’s internal systems which
conflicted with the approach used in their home civil services, complain-
ing that the reform was too ‘‘Anglo-Saxon’’ or ‘‘Nordic’’. Member states
also used EU reform to push their national agendas in trying to set an ex-
ample for their own internal reforms in reducing the cost of the Euro-
pean administration.
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The reform attempted to rebuild trust after the Santer Commission
scandal and make sure that responsibility was clearly defined and as-
cribed. Modernizing the administration by ensuring that the planning, fi-
nancial control and governance structures were able to deliver policy and
manage programmes rapidly and coherently were the key objectives.

The reform concentrated on three essential elements:
� improving financial management and adding personal accountability
� a new strategic plan through better use of limited resources
� investing in personnel.

Key elements of the reform

First, the financial management and control system was changed to assign
responsibility clearly and specifically to the relevant individuals (decen-
tralization); transparency is assured through annual activity reports and
declarations from all the Directors-General, forming a comprehensive
management reporting system; and a new financial regulation enabled
rapid transition to modern accrual accounting in 2005 – although some
overshooting had to be corrected.

The Internal Audit Service (IAS) replaced the old system15 of central
ex ante financial control. The idea is to monitor the system rather than in-
dividual transactions in giving real responsibility to those authorizing a
transaction. The new system assures transparency, especially for pro-
curement awards and procedures, in separating functions of checks and
balances. Internal control standards, the corresponding baseline require-
ments, are implemented and reviewed annually. The introduction of the
new system was accompanied by continuous and obligatory training – no
transfer of responsibility without previous training.

The European Court of Auditors regularly reports on the financial
management of the EU budget in order to inform the European tax-
payer. If necessary, the Court of Auditors involves OLAF, the European
Anti-Fraud Office, in reporting on fraud or other irregularities. In addi-
tion, officials are obliged under the new statute to report suspected irreg-
ularities to their superiors, the Secretary-General of the Commission
or directly to OLAF. The so-called ‘‘whistleblowers’’ are personally
protected and can be assured of a thorough investigation and an effective
response.

In order to avoid ‘‘EU-bashing’’, European citizens should be made
aware of a recent report by the Court of Auditors highlighting that finan-
cial mismanagement of the EU budget predominantly takes place at
the national level, given that 90 per cent of income and expenditure is
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managed by national authorities.16 As a relatively small bureaucracy, the
European Union makes use of national bureaucracies to implement
European measures nationally (mediatization).
The second pillar of reform was strategic planning and programming.

This essential component of reform enables the Commission to show, by
using activity-based management (ABM), how resources are matched –
or in some cases not matched – to tasks assigned with much greater pre-
cision. It should also allow Commission, Council and Parliament to make
informed choices between priorities for the use of limited resources. In
other terms, decisions on priorities, policy objectives and activities should
be matched with decisions allocating human, administrative, IT and fi-
nancial resources. Thus the use of resources should become much more
policy-driven and promote performance management throughout the
Commission,17 while avoiding the Commission being tasked with actions
without having the required means to deliver.
This was vital in order to address what had been a recurring theme

in EU affairs: member states or the European Parliament asking the
Commission to act in some new, currently topical areas. Always keen
to increase its areas of competence and influence, the Commission
agreed. Then, finding it had inadequate resources, either the policy was
not delivered – or worse, complex structures outside the proper control
of the Commission were created to try to stretch the available resources
further than they would go. Inevitably, these then sometimes failed. Fur-
thermore, outsourcing to agencies is also accompanied by the danger of
loss of democratic and political control.
Ideally, the system will provide a tool to develop effective multi-annual

programming, screen Commission activities and identify where resources
were underused and could thus be redeployed more productively to
other areas. Management must be able to cost, plan and deliver policies
and operations on time and on budget – or admit to negative priorities
and refuse to undertake these tasks if the required skills or resources
are lacking.
Beyond managerial improvements, systemic ones are required: ac-

countability in the Commission’s strategic planning is increased by imple-
menting the principles of subsidiarity (whenever there is no exclusive
European Community competence) and proportionality. Furthermore,
the assessment of the economic, environmental and social impact of a
proposed legislative initiative contributes to holding decision-makers ac-
countable. This is not only a principle of administrative technique and
distribution of power, but a means to assure a greater degree of democ-
racy: citizens have the possibility of participating in the decision-making
process on issues which concern them most, thereby providing real added
value to European Community actions.18
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In the third theme of reform, modernization of personnel policy, funda-
mental changes to the staff structure were introduced. The philosophy
underlying these was simple. For many people, and for much of its his-
tory, the European ‘‘project’’ has been seen as an exciting and forward-
looking task to be part of. Thus many very high-calibre staff were at-
tracted to work for this ideal, forming the ‘‘European élite’’. But that
had allowed the institution to become rather lazy about staff develop-
ment and motivation: many staff were not being empowered to fulfil their
potential and often became very frustrated as a result. I shall revert to
this issue later.

A new individual personnel appraisal system, merit-driven promotion
and a more linear career structure, breaking down the barriers between
secretaries, assistants and professional staff, are meant to contribute to
motivation and flexibility of staff. Other measures included a major in-
crease in staff and management training and strengthening of the disci-
plinary system.

Reform also introduced compulsory five-yearly job changes – rotation
– for ‘‘sensitive jobs’’, and indeed for all staff with financial responsibil-
ities. The objective was to achieve a balance between experience and
bringing new ideas into an area – and also to prevent relations between
staff and contractors becoming too close. In the past, some senior man-
agement positions were seen – informally – as ‘‘flagged’’ for particular
member states: this has changed to some degree. Individual member
states are no longer entitled to fill ‘‘their’’ specific positions; merit plays
a greater role, creating additional opportunities for the best staff of all
nationalities. Of course, achieving a reasonable geographic balance re-
mains vital – and will never be straightforward in an international organ-
ization. Presently nationals from new member states are favoured over
other EU nationals to facilitate the filling of the informal newcomer
quotas. As part of reform, active measures to improve gender balance
are being taken – from a starting point where representation of women
at professional and especially management levels was deficient. Appoint-
ing the first-ever female Secretary-General of the European Commission
was a visible sign of this policy commitment.

Taking stock – Managing change

Reform – however vital for the long term – is always a disruptive process
and therefore needs clear goals and means, permanent screening and
two-way communication.

Reform is thus a process, and requires cultural change. It needs rolling
out, and not a big bang overnight. Managing change is an art in itself. In
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that light it should be noted that staff continuously contribute to incre-
mental improvements of their working methods by means of ‘‘ideas
banks’’, where improvements can be proposed and scrutinized.19
One of the most difficult issues for both the Commission and the United

Nations is to achieve the right balance between empowering staff and
managers on the one hand, and retaining control by those at the centre
commensurate with their political accountability on the other.
This is a major challenge for any governmental organization: compared

to the private sector, there is no equivalent to the simple measure of
profitability to determine whether a particular approach should be pur-
sued. In government and governance – particularly at the international
level – the interaction between different policies is very complex, so ef-
fective coordination and special know-how are vital. The complexity of
‘‘things European’’, mastering the intricacies of the legal and institutional
European system, grown over 52 years and showing layers of political
compromises and various successful and not-so-successful reforms, while
coping with the unique structure of the decision-making process of the
European Union (Community level, mixed competences, member states’
prerogative) requires a high degree of technical expertise vested in many
European officials. The political level, the commissioners, while making
use of this expertise, have to add their political analysis, instinct and eval-
uation in giving political guidance and in making decisions – individually
in their respective area of competence or collectively when voting in the
College of Commissioners. This is the basis for accountability to the Eu-
ropean Parliament, which has the power to censure them.
While this interaction between officials and politicians, between the ad-

ministrative and political levels, is common to any government structure,
the reliance of commissioners on public servants may in some cases or
for some time be larger than on the national level because of the de-
scribed complexity on the European level, with which nationally experi-
enced politicians may not be familiar. It therefore turns into a question of
management by the commissioner (politician), supported by a private of-
fice (cabinet) of trusted and personally selected officials, and not a ques-
tion of officials taking control over politicians. Management also means
finding the right mix of central control and delegation of power when ex-
ercising political guidance. Central, top-down control does not result in
effective policy, as it is likely to demoralize staff in the process. It is an
ongoing challenge to find an adequate solution; systems need careful
fine-tuning. All stakeholders (officials, politicians and the public) need
education about the constraints if any system is to have the flexibility to
function.
A major element of the EU’s reform in terms of the foreign policy-

making process was to try to distinguish between policy and programme
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formation and design, and implementation tasks for the Directorate-
General for External Relations (RELEX) and EuropeAid Co-operation
Office (AIDCO) respectively. The former were seen as core tasks, linked
to the Commission’s position as having the sole right to propose policy
initiatives. The idea was that if the policy design was clear, the implemen-
tation phase could essentially proceed automatically, without further po-
litical involvement. Implementation was moved to various offices and
agencies, semi-independent of the Commission. The master plan was
that the centre would be free to concentrate on the core tasks and impor-
tant strategic thinking, while agency managers would be empowered to
structure their activities in the most efficient manner. The agencies would
also be able to employ less-skilled and less-expensive staff.

Practice showed, however, that the boundary between policy-making
and implementation is fuzzy, and that it is very difficult to insulate the
Commission from the consequences of failings in the agencies. Further,
there are inefficiencies: agencies tend to recreate core support services –
finance and human resources for example – that were previously pro-
vided by the Commission. And their management boards tend to blur
the lines of accountability. So, agencies are certainly no panacea.

Honest stock-taking also admits that in the reform process sometimes a
new bureaucracy was created in the process, particularly through in-
creases in controls to address inadequacies revealed by past problems.
Over-regulation and over-documentation have happened, thereby reduc-
ing the implementation capacity; speed in implementation sometimes
produced contradictions or poorly designed procedures. Whatever the
cause, the result has been somewhat to discredit reform. Therefore a
‘‘simplification’’ campaign was set up, in which staff are invited to submit
their ideas for improvements – so far, the response has been very encour-
aging. E-Commission should reduce the paper flow, redesigning internal
procedures for delivery by IT.

Management ‘‘plus’’ reform

While management reform is necessary to restore confidence – if the
European Commission and the European Union cannot deliver what
they promise in a reasonably efficient and timely fashion, they are not
credible – it is not sufficient.

A basic consensus on objectives and policies among member states and
a clear division of labour are also of utmost importance, as administrative
reform is only one part of the plan to facilitate effective and efficient de-
livery of actions. It is clear that both the Commission and member states
share accountability in the delivery of results.
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Efficient and effective implementation of policies and fewer scandals
will stem the flow of negative publicity. However, this will not address
the underlying basic problem: too few people really understand the
work of the institutions and the continuing relevance of a mission estab-
lished in the 1940s and 1950s. In essence, if something goes wrong in the
administration, the damage is substantial; if things go smoothly, this will
not be reported – only bad news is news. Therefore the Commission
strives to gain approval through results in policy, not in delivery. In that
light, the Barroso Commission put renewed emphasis on impact assess-
ment of major legislative and policy-defining proposals in the European
Commission’s annual work programme, particularly as regards the as-
sessment of key economic impacts. The delivery of items in the work pro-
gramme has been substantially improved, from under 50 per cent at the
start of the last Commission to 70 per cent in 2004.20
Further, it should be stressed that increasing and enhancing account-

ability is not only about administrative reforms, but also consists of
a democratic component (see democratic accountability, above). The
European Union functions, as explained earlier, on the basis of techno-
cratic policies worked out in endless meetings to find compromises. Deci-
sions are taken by highly experienced persons for the people – the people
often being represented by a complex web of lobbies and NGOs as well
as traditional government. However, today a growing share of citizens
want to know how policy is made and to make their own inputs, not least
because trust has been eroded. Therefore, the Lisbon Treaty introduced
the Citizens’ Initiative: 1 million citizens from a number of member states
will have the possibility to call on the Commission to bring forward new
policy proposals.
In its ‘‘Plan D for Democracy, Debate and Dialogue’’, the Commission

stresses that communication is first and foremost a matter of democracy.
For that reason the website Your Voice in Europe was among others
launched, allowing members of the public to take part in interactive
policy-making by contributing to debates on emerging policy issues and
responding to public consultations.21
It is not sufficiently clear yet that communicating is not just a Brussels

affair, but rather a work that should mobilize all EU institutions and es-
pecially member states, local and regional authorities, political parties,
civil society and the media. The European Economic and Social Com-
mittee and the Committee of the Regions, two advisory organs of the
European Union, play an important role here – they form a centre of in-
formation and a mouthpiece for organized civil society bridging Europe
and its citizens, thereby complementing their political representation
by the European Parliament. In addition, voicing ideas and mobilizing
people through other channels will be crucial in raising awareness and

264 MICHAEL REITERER



commitment among European citizens. Furthermore, education on the
basics of European integration is essential to provide European citizens
with a better understanding and skills to judge information they get in
order to create a genuine European public opinion on European
affairs.22 Ending the well-established, because politically in the short-
term perspective convenient, blame-game that ‘‘Everything good from
the national capital, everything bad from Brussels’’ is no longer either a
cheap political joke or a political recipe. It has become a political neces-
sity to re-establish trust and confidence in the European project to ensure
its continued acceptance and thus survival.

Democracy requires increased transparency of European activities. For
that reason the Commission firstly seeks to simplify and improve the reg-
ulatory environment in order to improve understanding and access to EU
law for both business and citizens. Better lawmaking also means combat-
ing legislative inflation. Striking a balance between appropriate consulta-
tion, as more democracy requires more time, and efficiency of legislation
is hard.23 It is equally difficult to strike a balance in selecting areas where
Community regulation is more efficient compared to 27 national regula-
tions (political choice in implementing subsidiarity).

Secondly, the European Commission developed a culture of communi-
cation with representatives of civil society, a development furthered by
the

relocation of aspects of social activism to the Community level [which] is a
complex process with manifold consequences for both the institutional sector
and the civil society from which public interest groups arise. Viewed from the
multifarious perspectives of different policy areas, evaluation of the reasons
for, and the repercussions of, this relocation requires understanding of the
consequences of the process of European integration for organised civil soci-
ety . . . a complex sector which includes non-governmental organisations, social
movements, advocacy groups, charities, representatives of self-help organisa-
tions and promotional groups.24

The rather symbiotic relationship between civil society and the various
European institutions is explained ‘‘by these institutions’ concerns for
legitimacy and the controversial issue of the democratic deficit’’,25 a hy-
pothesis which is also applicable to the UN system. However, civil society
institutions also have to face quests for representativeness and social and
political accountability.

Against this background the European Commission launched a trans-
parency initiative in May 2006, which aims at ensuring transparency on
who lobbies26 for whom or which policy, who gets what money and how
it is spent. The initiative will again seek to strengthen ethical standards
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across the European institutions, in particular concerning declarations of
interest. But this will be a difficult discussion – previous experience shows
that getting agreement between institutions and across the varying cul-
tural norms even within Europe is hard.27
EU accountability also includes, to a certain degree, foreign policy – an

area traditionally regarded to a greater extent as a national policy matter
compared to other policies,28 and therefore less open to public scrutiny, a
concept familiar in nearly all national states. This became clear when the
European Union among others committed to each Millennium Develop-
ment Goal (MDG). The existence of practical targets and indicators for
the MDGs can help to increase the much-needed accountability and
transparency of cooperation in general and European aid in particular,
and the undertaken reforms already contribute to the effectiveness of
European Community aid.29
Institutional reforms, envisaged by the European Constitution and

largely taken over by the Lisbon Treaty, will also contribute substantially
to an increased accountability of the institutions and to diminishing a per-
ceived democratic deficit, as national parliaments’ involvement would
have been increased by among others their power to send any proposal
back to the Commission for reconsideration if they believed the proposal
lay outside the EU’s competence and the mentioned Citizens’ Initiative
(obligation of the Commission to consider any proposal for legislation
that has the support of 1 million citizens). In a first step to increase ac-
countability, the Council of Ministers decided autonomously to meet in
public when legislating, from November 2006 onwards.

Conclusion

European experience shows that reform can increase accountability, but
it needs commitment from the highest political and managerial levels if it
is to overcome institutional inertia and vested interests, not only within
the Commission but also in member states. Therefore all stakeholders
need to ‘‘buy in’’ to the process, to understand how it will genuinely
help their institution deliver better in the future. The particular impor-
tance attached to legal accountability is a specific feature of the Euro-
pean Union because of its legal nature. Making use of the ‘‘positive’’
side of accountability could become an incentive to increase participation
of the public in the process, thereby avoiding the reinforcement of nega-
tive perceptions on the part of the European public. As Harlow and
Rawlings demonstrate in their case study, ‘‘There is a strong sense
already of a self-organising and self-generating network of investigative
officials, fortified by shared professional expertise and ethos, who have
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come together to execute the common purpose of fostering and encour-
aging good administration, and of holding administrators throughout the
EU accountable for acts of maladministration.’’30 This is a distinctive
feature of the EU system compared to the UN system.

Similarly, and based on an empirical survey of officials working in var-
ious European institutions and taking ‘‘a sociolinguistic and discourse-
analytical perspective – one that shares the viewpoint that the EU, its
organizations, and its representatives are largely constructed (and con-
struct themselves) discursively’’,31 Ruth Wodak establishes various pat-
terns connected to the question of identity, such as group status,
accepting or construing an identity for the European Union, leading
to ‘‘similarities in the types of definitions of European given by all of
those interviewed’’.32 Thus, based on a ‘‘core of beliefs about what Eu-
rope is’’ in addition to national identity, this contributes the imaging of
EU ‘‘we groups’’ in contrast to ‘‘out groups’’ like so-called ‘‘third coun-
tries’’ (the United States, Asian and African countries . . . ). This attitude,
combined with a sense of ownership (e.g. being part of the European role
model, including the European social model), responsibility and caring
for the success of the European project ‘‘dovetails nicely with the Com-
mission being described as carrying the ‘European conscience’ . . . that is,
as promoting specifically European interests’’,33 which include in my
mind accountability, in line with liberal institutionalists’ views.

Thus the administrative cultures of the European Union and the
United Nations are quite different: while the various European adminis-
trations developed largely on the French administrative model and re-
cruited persons with a similar background (see above), the UN system
followed from the outset an Anglo-Saxon approach and, naturally as a
universal organization, recruits persons from various cultural, ethnic and
geographic backgrounds, which makes the socialization process much
more difficult compared to the European Union.

The difference in the very nature of the two institutions under consid-
eration also poses limits to finding parallels: although both serve a ‘‘social
purpose’’ in the sense of Weber, the degree of delegated power received
from the constituent members is quite different. While the institutions of
the European Union hold and continuously increase supranational
powers, making it the (in)famous sui generis international institution,
performing acts on behalf of its present 27 member states previously re-
served to national states, the United Nations remains a classic interna-
tional organization, involved in an endless reform discussion in order to
increase efficiency and effectiveness while maintaining the historic legacy
of its foundation, including the five permanent members of the Security
Council.

‘‘The more international organizations are pushed to the forefront of
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global governance, the more frequent are the catcalls and criticism – and
the more interested are social movements and states keen to question
their actions, to limit their powers, and to search for alternatives.’’34
The European Union was pushed to deal in its reform process with both
aspects of accountability, managerial and political. It is clear that man-
agement reform is only part of the story – the technical, albeit difficult,
part of it. There must be sufficient common understanding of and a vision
on the goals and values of the institution and what they stand for; form
and reform cannot substitute for content and vision. Thus the political
aspect gained importance and centred on the issue of deepening the
European Union, something put in contrast to its widening. La finalité
européenne had to be redefined after the perceived success of the first
one, namely establishing peace between the former arch-enemies, France
and Germany. Enlargement in the sense of extending the zone of peace,
democracy, rule of law and prosperity, stabilizing the European continent
(thereby facing the question of the borders of Europe), became the polit-
ical challenge, to which new issues like environment, climate change, sus-
tainability, energy and energy security, to name just a few, were added.
Institutionally and procedurally, making a union of 27 work on the basic
structure of 1957 that had hardly changed is another colossal challenge.
Therefore, it does not come as a surprise that ‘‘accountability’’ became a
main theme in and for the European Union: the peoples of Europe held
their élites, which traditionally have been in the driving seat of European
integration, accountable. They advocated more democratic control over
the political goals of the process, the process itself and the use of financial
means in pursuit of the goals, putting European solidarity to the test. The
parallel pursuit of institutional reform in order to render the institutions
more effective and accountable, while enlarging at relative high speed the
European Union geographically and numerically, and preaching deregu-
lation and liberalization, might have been asking too much from the Eu-
ropean public. The quest is on for the hearts of Europeans who feel more
and more as stakeholders in the process, in making use of the Treaty of
Lisbon; the success remains to be seen, but accountability as part of dem-
ocratic government, governance and control, as well as in its second func-
tion of responsibility, e.g. to devise and implement European integration,
has become a main ingredient in it.
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The World Bank Inspection Panel:
Participation and accountability

Edith Brown Weiss, Peter L. Lallas and Anna S. Herken

There is an urgent global need to address poverty, and in turn to hold ac-
countable those who do so. According to the 2008 World Bank Develop-
ment Indicators, about 1.4 billion people, or more than one-fifth of the
world population, live on less than $1.25 a day; more than 3 billion
people live on less than $2.50 per day.

The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (World
Bank) was established in 1946 to assist in the reconstruction of countries
destroyed or heavily damaged in the Second World War. Since then the
World Bank, with 185 member countries, has become a leading financier
in promoting development in impoverished and middle-income countries.
In recent years it has provided loans and grants totalling about $18–20
billion per year.

There are increasing concerns about accountability of institutions in all
sectors, whether public or private. The World Bank and other multilat-
eral development banks are no exception. It is appropriate, then, to ex-
plore how the World Bank is accountable for its work.

Before doing so, it is useful to note the relationship between the legiti-
macy of institutions and their accountability, and to identify important
aspects of accountability. There is broad consensus that institutions need
to be legitimate, in the eyes of both those who established them and
those whom they serve or affect. Legitimacy is essential if people are to
accept the actions of the institutions as valid and entitled to respect. For
institutions to be legitimate, they need to be accountable for their actions
and the effectiveness of their work. Webster’s English Dictionary defines

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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accountable as ‘‘being obliged to account for one’s actions, i.e. to give
satisfactory reasons’’. Accountability can be distinguished from responsi-
bility, although in languages other than English the two concepts may be
joined and translated as ‘‘responsibility’’. One can be responsible for do-
ing something, but not have to account for what is done or how it is done.
Accountability adds the important input of ‘‘process’’ into the norm of
legitimacy.
We can identify at least five questions related to accountability. Who is

accountable? To whom? For what? When? And how? The answers to
these questions will vary by institution and by the chosen instrument for
implementing accountability. For institutions like the World Bank, one
important dimension of accountability is compliance with policies and
procedures designed to support its mission and to avoid harm. Different
strategies are appropriate for promoting compliance, including ‘‘sun-
shine’’ or transparency strategies, incentives and sanctions.
This chapter focuses on one instrument for ensuring accountability: the

World Bank Inspection Panel. The Panel, which carries out fact-finding
and analyses issues of compliance and harm in response to complaints
from local communities about World Bank-funded projects, reflects in
part a strategy of sunshine or transparency.
When the World Bank established the Inspection Panel in 1993, it cre-

ated an independent instrument for ensuring that Bank management and
staff complied with Bank policies and procedures. It enabled the Panel to
be brought in at the design, appraisal or implementation phase of the
project or programme cycle, and imbued it with the power to conduct in-
dependent, impartial fact-finding investigations, the results of which are
conveyed directly to the Bank’s board of executive directors. In so doing,
the World Bank enhanced the institution’s accountability not only to the
countries that fund the Bank, but also to the impoverished communities
which the Bank serves.
Since the Inspection Panel was established more than 15 years ago, all

multilateral development banks and several national export and invest-
ment agencies have now established similar instruments, in good part
modelled after the Inspection Panel. The UN system itself has become
more concerned with issues of accountability and the instruments for en-
hancing it.
Since the UNU Tokyo Symposium on Accountability was intended to

focus on specific case studies of accountability in international financial
institutions, this chapter focuses on the World Bank Inspection Panel
and its investigation report on the Mumbai Urban Transport Project
(MUTP), and developments subsequent to the Panel’s report. Many of
the requests to the Inspection Panel involve infrastructure projects and
consequent resettlement of peoples affected by the construction and loca-
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tion of the infrastructure. Hence it is especially appropriate to use a case
study here that involves infrastructure. Questions are sometimes raised
about the importance of infrastructure and the Panel’s role. Infrastruc-
ture projects are essential to development, and the risk-taking involved
is part of economic development. The Panel has a crucial role, for it can
serve as a means to provide accountability for the institution when it
undertakes such projects.

History of the Panel

Developments leading to establishment of the Panel

The Inspection Panel was established at an important – and lively –
moment in the field of international cooperation and development. In
the late 1980s and early 1990s the international community was engaged
in a major debate over how to support development and, at the same
time, tackle interrelated social and environmental problems emerging
around the world.1 The 1992 Rio Summit on Environment and Develop-
ment brought these issues on to the world stage, particularly the need to
integrate policy objectives in support of sustainable development.2 The
summit also helped to bring into view a relatively new factor in the equa-
tion: the phenomenon we now refer to as ‘‘globalization’’.

During these years the role of international financial institutions, such
as the World Bank, emerged as a subject of attention and intense contro-
versy. Since its establishment, the Bank3 has played a significant role in
financing a range of development-related projects in developing coun-
tries, including infrastructure projects such as dams, transport systems,
energy production and irrigation systems. The Bank has also financed
policy and institutional development on matters of social and environ-
mental importance, as for example in the management and protection of
natural resources. Along with funding, the Bank provides significant ana-
lytical and technical support to borrower countries in the design and im-
plementation of projects. Over time, the Bank adopted operational
policies and procedures to help ensure that Bank-funded projects were
designed and implemented in a manner that properly addressed, among
other things, potential social and environmental impacts.4 Bank manage-
ment is required to follow these policies and procedures.

During the 1980s members of civil society, including many grassroots
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and locally affected commu-
nities, put a spotlight on Bank-funded projects that were producing major
negative social and environmental impacts, notwithstanding the existence
of Bank policies designed to anticipate and avoid such potential impacts.
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Some projects were seen as ‘‘development disasters’’ which resulted in
particularly adverse impacts on local people who were poor, vulnerable
and not in a position easily to protect their rights, or even give voice to
their concerns.5 These views were strengthened by the perception that
the Bank and other international economic institutions generally oper-
ated out of public view.
The Bank decision in 1985 to finance the Sardar Sarovar Dam and ca-

nal along the Narmada River in India became a focal point of these
criticisms. The decision was made despite major opposition at the village
level, and amid claims that the Bank was violating a wide range of its
own internal policies.6 In 1990, following strong protests by civil society,
the Bank agreed to establish a commission to conduct an independent re-
view of the Sardar Sarovar project;7 this became known as the ‘‘Morse
Commission’’.
The Morse Commission Report was issued in 1992, the year of the Rio

Summit. It found that the Bank had failed to comply with several of its
safeguard policies in relation to the project. It then described a more sys-
temic concern: ‘‘the problems besetting the Sardar Sarovar Projects are
more the rule than the exception to resettlement operations supported
by the Bank in India’’.8 The Bank, according to the analysis of the re-
port, was not living up to promises in its operational policies and proce-
dures, and local communities were bearing the impacts.
Shortly thereafter, Bank Vice-President Willi Wapenhans conducted

an in-house review of Bank investment lending. The Wapenhans Report
found that 37.5 per cent of Bank projects that had been recently eval-
uated were rated ‘‘unsatisfactory’’, and that many projects failed properly
to take into account critical problems relating to local capacity and prior-
ities.9 It found that the Bank had developed a pervasive ‘‘culture of ap-
proval’’ which emphasized the ability to move money and gain approval
of projects, without adequate attention either to issues of capacity of the
borrower or to the potential social and environmental impacts of the
projects.
These reports validated many of the concerns raised in those years by

civil society, and helped to galvanize action to improve accountability
and transparency at the World Bank. In early 1993 civil society organiza-
tions worked to develop a basic concept and proposal for this purpose.10
In February 1993, as indicated in one study, ‘‘executive directors from
The Netherlands, Germany, Malaysia and Chile, with support from the
Swiss executive director, circulated a proposal for a new accountability
mechanism’’.11 In May 1993 hearings before the US Congress relating to
the Tenth Replenishment of the International Development Association
(IDA) highlighted concerns over the performance of the World Bank.
On 22 September 1993, in the context of these many actions and consid-
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erations, the board of executive directors of the World Bank adopted a
resolution creating the independent World Bank Inspection Panel.12

Purpose of the Panel

The Inspection Panel provides a forum within the World Bank Group for
people who believe that they have been, or are likely to be, harmed by
World Bank-funded projects or programmes to bring their concerns di-
rectly to the Bank’s board of executive directors. The board created the
Panel to promote accountability at the Bank and ensure that the voices of
people who may be adversely affected by Bank-financed projects will be
heard.

The Panel carries out this mandate through its work as an impartial
fact-finding body, independent of Bank management. In response to re-
quests by affected people, the Panel has the power to review Bank-
funded projects and programmes to determine whether management is
following its own operational policies and procedures in the design, ap-
praisal and/or implementation of projects.13 These policies and proce-
dures are designed to ensure that Bank-financed projects provide social
and economic benefits, and avoid harm to people or the environment.
The Panel reports its findings to the Bank’s board of executive directors
for consideration and action.

As expressed in its operating procedures:

The Panel has been established for the purpose of providing people directly
and adversely affected by a Bank-financed project with an independent forum
through which they can request the Bank to act in accordance with its own pol-
icies and procedures . . . 14

The Panel and the international legal system

The creation of the Inspection Panel may be viewed as part of a system-
wide evolution in recent decades relating to the articulation and practice
of international law. By offering a way for locally affected people to have
their concerns heard by the Bank’s board of executive directors, manage-
ment and staff, the Inspection Panel provides an innovative means to
enable non-state actors to have a voice, however small, in the decision-
making processes of an international institution. The Panel is part of
the broadening of the range of ‘‘actors’’ in international law and policy-
making – a stage once restricted to national governments and the
bureaucracies of international organizations.15 One recent study char-
acterizes this as part of the process of building ‘‘public space’’ where
people, states and large institutions can better interact.16
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As noted at the outset, the Panel opens a door for civil society to par-
ticipate in ensuring compliance with international norms. As described in
more detail below, it offers affected people a formal means to challenge
whether an international institution (the World Bank) is complying with
international norms (its operational policies and procedures). Because
the Panel is required to publish all its reports and make relevant informa-
tion publicly available, the Panel process contributes to the objective of
enhancing transparency in the activities of international institutions.
In a sense, the Panel carries forward the mandates of the 1992 Rio

Conference on Environment and Development and the 2002 Johan-
nesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development. It has pioneered
a new way to promote and support participation of civil society in
development – especially participation of the poor and dispossessed,
who otherwise lack the ability to have a voice in decisions that stand to
affect them greatly.
The Inspection Panel is also an adaptation from another strand of in-

ternational law: namely, the use of independent and impartial fact-finding
bodies as a tool to understand and resolve problems. More than a cen-
tury ago, the Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907 established commis-
sions of inquiry to investigate claims. The 1909 Boundary Waters case
between Canada and the United States provided for a reference pro-
cedure to settle disputes, which is essentially a fact-finding procedure.17
After 1919 many international agreements established permanent com-
missions of investigation, which could investigate and establish facts to
aid the resolution of controversies.18 More recently similar bodies have
been used in a variety of international settings, which range from claims
relating to human rights violations to disputes over transboundary water-
courses.19 The focus is on fact-finding. For fact-finding to be effective, the
structure for implementing it must be independent and implementation
must be impartial and objective. These characteristics are central to the
work of the Inspection Panel.
As the 2006 Global Accountability Report of the One World Trust

makes clear,20 there has been growing attention to the need for account-
ability in international institutions and to the effectiveness of instruments
for ensuring this.21 These trends and developments in ‘‘complaint and re-
sponse mechanisms’’ may be characterized as an emerging part of what is
referred to as ‘‘global administrative law’’, or the structural and norma-
tive framework which governs the operation of institutions at the inter-
national level.22 Recently scholars have begun to expand the formerly
rather narrow discussion of international administrative law to focus
more broadly on ‘‘global administrative law’’. The latter reflects the
growth of international institutions and the expanded roles that they
serve.
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Within this broader frame of reference of developments in interna-
tional law and international institutions, the discussion below provides a
more detailed review of the structure, mandate and activities of the
World Bank Inspection Panel.

Structure of the Panel

Panel members

The Inspection Panel consists of three members of different nationalities
from Bank member countries. The President, after consultation with the
board of executive directors, nominates the members of the Panel to be
appointed by the board.23 The initial three Panel members were ap-
pointed on the basis of one for three years, one for four years and one
for five years. Since that time, each vacancy is filled for a period of five
years. No Panel member may serve for more than one term.

In terms of qualifications, a 1993 Panel resolution provides as follows:

Members of the Panel shall be selected on the basis of their ability to deal thor-
oughly and fairly with the requests brought to them, their integrity and inde-
pendence from the Bank’s Management, and their exposure to developmental
issues and to living conditions in developing countries. Knowledge and experi-
ence of the Bank’s operations will also be desirable.24

This provision, among many others in the 1993 Panel resolution, high-
lights the basic foundations of independence, impartiality and integrity,
and the fundamental importance of exposure to and understanding of is-
sues of development and living conditions in developing countries.

The Panel resolution contains other provisions to support and ensure
the independence of the Panel:
� executive directors, alternates, advisers and staff members of the World
Bank Group may not serve on the Panel ‘‘until two years have elapsed
since the end of their service in the Bank Group’’ (para. 4)

� Panel members are disqualified from participation in the hearing and
investigation of any request related to a matter in which he/she has a
personal interest or had significant involvement (para. 5)

� Panel members appoint their own chairperson for a period of one year,
a practice which continues to the present day and is, again, an impor-
tant feature in maintaining the independence of the Panel as an entity
(para. 6)

� Panel members may be removed from office ‘‘only by decision of the
Executive Directors, for cause’’ (para. 7).25
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These provisions are critical to the effective functioning of the Panel.
As described above, the Panel has a mandate to investigate the actions
of Bank management in a particular project or programme. Depending
on the facts, the Panel may issue a report finding that management has
complied with applicable policies and procedures, or that it has failed to
do so and this has contributed to, or may result in, significant harm to
local communities and the environment. Or the Panel could find that the
management has complied with some policies and procedures but not
with others. The provisions in the resolution establishing the Panel reflect
the premise that the Panel must remain free, structurally, from the possi-
bility of interference or even retaliation by management (or others) in
carrying out its responsibilities – whether through pressure on its budget,
through pressure of removal, through an effort to intervene in the draft-
ing of reports, or otherwise.
The Panel was also established at a high level within the Bank. It re-

ports directly to the board of executive directors. The chair of the Inspec-
tion Panel has an appointment at the level of Vice-President of the World
Bank.

Secretariat

A small secretariat of permanent staff supports and assists the Panel
in carrying out its work and meeting its responsibilities.26 The secre-
tariat performs a broad range of tasks, and is headed by an executive
secretary.27 As provided in the 1993 panel resolution, the President
makes the appointment after consultation with the board of executive
directors.28 If needed, one or more experts may be engaged to assist
in a Panel investigation. These experts must be highly qualified and
independent.

Relationship to board, management and staff

In line with its resolution, the Panel reports to the Bank’s board of exec-
utive directors, and not to Bank management or any other entity. It is in-
dependent of Bank management and staff. This is important for several
reasons. The reporting structure recognizes that the Panel serves the
board. It provides the board with independent, carefully developed infor-
mation regarding issues of Bank compliance with operational policies
and procedures in the design, appraisal and implementation of Bank-
funded projects. When local communities and civil society allege non-
compliance and harm, the Panel serves as an independent body to which
the board may turn in assessing and understanding the realities of the sit-
uation. The Panel’s reports go directly to the board and are not submitted
to management first. This achieves an essential premise of the Panel’s
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work, which is to ensure that the Panel’s independent findings are pre-
sented directly to the Bank’s decision-making body for consideration
and action.

Characteristics of the Panel

The Panel is an objective fact-finding body, independent from Bank man-
agement and staff. The principles of independence, impartiality and in-
tegrity are at the very heart of the Panel’s mission and – indeed –
effectiveness. The 1993 resolution creating the Panel begins with the
words ‘‘There is established an independent Inspection Panel . . . ’’ (em-
phasis added). The resolution contains many provisions designed to pro-
tect and reinforce the independence of the Panel, including the provisions
for selection of Panel members and the executive secretary, described
above. Another crucial element of the Panel’s independence is the provi-
sion in the 1993 Panel resolution to secure its budget, which states that
‘‘The Panel shall be given such budgetary resources as shall be sufficient
to carry out its activities.’’29

Impartiality and integrity are joined with independence for fact-finding
to be effective. The qualifications for selection of Panel members noted
previously include these characteristics. In carrying out its duties, the
Panel often works with independent and highly regarded experts. All
have to act objectively, so that the Panel can pursue the facts to wherever
they may lead. This might mean, in some cases, that the claims of re-
questers are validated; in others, it might mean that they are not. The
critical objective is to find the facts, put them in the light and bring them
through the process to the top of the Bank for consideration and deci-
sion. The fact-finding process seeks input from a wide range of sources,
and provides various opportunities for management to respond to claims
presented in a request. In these ways, local community concerns may be
heard, with fairness to all involved.

The Panel also is premised on the notion of transparency. Key docu-
ments relating to the processing of requests to the Panel are released
to the public and posted on the Panel’s website at various junctures
throughout the process. The Panel’s procedures, as well as some issues
and concerns in this regard, are addressed below.

Panel process

Requests for inspection

The process by which the Panel may investigate Bank-funded projects is
triggered by the submission of a request for inspection. In line with the
Panel resolution, requests may be submitted by:
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� a community of two or more affected people (in practice, even hundreds
of affected people)

� a local organization or other duly appointed representative on behalf
of the affected people

� a foreign organization, in exceptional circumstances, if no local repre-
sentative is available

� an executive director of the World Bank.
All requests to date have been submitted through the first two means,

except for an early request relating to a project in China. A request may
be submitted in any language, and may be stated in very simple terms.
No specific form is necessary – a letter will suffice. Requests must, how-
ever, be submitted in writing, dated and signed by the requesters, and
contain name(s) and contact address.30 The Panel has developed infor-
mal guidance, which includes information on eligibility criteria and a sug-
gested format that may be followed to assist people and communities
wishing to submit requests.31
Requesters to the Panel may ask that their names be kept confidential.

This provision for confidentiality is no small matter. In some cases, re-
questers to the Panel have feared or faced retaliation for making their
claims. This is of great concern in terms of the protection of individ-
ual human rights. It also raises a fundamental concern in the Panel
process – that the possibility of retaliation would chill the making of re-
quests and the assertion of rights by affected people. The Panel has
placed the highest importance on respecting and protecting confiden-
tiality when requested, and brings instances of potential or actual retalia-
tion to the attention of responsible officials as a matter of the highest
priority.
Once the Panel receives a request, it follows specified procedures to

register the request and submit it to the board of executive directors. Ac-
cording to the Panel’s operating procedures, a request will be registered
for further process unless the chairperson determines that it is ‘‘without
doubt manifestly outside the Panel’s mandate’’.32 The registration pro-
cess was established by the Panel to facilitate the proper and effective
processing of requests, and is used to notify the executive directors and
President of the Bank of a request for inspection as required under the
Panel resolution (para. 17). The Panel maintains a register of requests
that it has registered for specific projects or programmes financed by the
Bank. This register is publicly available on the Panel’s website (www.
inspectionpanel.org).
Once a request is registered, the Panel process may be divided into

two phases: the eligibility phase and the investigation phase. These may
be depicted as shown in table 13.1, and are described in more detail
below.
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Eligibility

Once the Panel registers a request and notifies the board and the Presi-
dent, Bank management has 21 working days to provide a written re-
sponse to the claims in the request (the ‘‘initial Management
Response’’). Under the resolution and its 1999 clarifications, manage-
ment will provide evidence that it has complied with the relevant Bank
policies and procedures, or that there are serious failures attributable
either to management, the borrower or other external factors, or some
combination of these.33 In practice, management submits detailed re-
sponses to the requests, which the Panel carefully reviews before deter-
mining whether the request is eligible for an inspection.

The Panel has 21 working days from the date of management’s initial
response to assess the eligibility of the request for inspection and recom-
mend whether an investigation should be carried out. As part of this
assessment, the Panel generally visits the location of the request to
meet with the requesters and other relevant parties to determine whether
the request meets specified criteria and, as a result, warrants a full
investigation.

In this regard, the 1999 clarifications to the Panel resolution provide as
follows:

If the Panel so recommends, the Board will authorize an investigation without
making a judgement on the merits of the claimants’ request, and without dis-
cussion except with respect to the following technical eligibility criteria:
a. The affected party consists of any two or more persons with common inter-

ests or concerns and who are in the borrower’s territory (Resolution para.
12).

b. The request does assert in substance that a serious violation by the Bank of
its operational policies and procedures has or is likely to have a material ad-
verse effect on the requester (Resolution paras. 12 and 14a).

Table 13.1 Eligibility and investigation

Eligibility – time bound Investigation

� Request received
� Management response to request
(21 days)

� Panel’s eligibility report and
recommendation on investigation
(21 days)

� Board decision (on non-objection basis)

� Upon board authorization, Panel
conducts fact-finding investigation

� Panel’s investigation report
� Management report and action
plan in response to Panel’s
findings

� Board meeting
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c. The request does assert that its subject matter has been brought to Manage-
ment’s attention and that, in the requester’s view, Management has failed to
respond adequately demonstrating that it has followed or is taking steps to
follow the Bank’s polices and procedures (Resolution para. 13).

d. The matter is not related to procurement (Resolution para. 14b).
e. The related loan has not been closed or substantially disbursed (Resolution

para. 14c).
f. The Panel has not previously made a recommendation on the subject matter

or, if it has, that the request does assert that there is new evidence or circum-
stances not known at the time of the prior request (Resolution para. 14d).

These criteria reflect key operational features of the work of the Panel.
The first two, for example, relate to requesters and the nature of the re-
quest. The third (subparagraph c) is based on the important notion that
requesters should first bring their concerns to the attention of Bank man-
agement and staff before coming to the Panel, creating the opportunity to
resolve problems before the mechanism of the Inspection Panel is applied
to a particular situation. This creates an important incentive to respond
to concerns that arise in connection with Bank-funded projects and im-
prove the overall development process. The final three criteria (subpara-
graphs d, e and f) clarify situations that are not eligible for investigation.
The Panel resolution of 1993 indicates that a loan is considered substan-
tially disbursed (see subparagraph e) when at least 95 per cent of the loan
proceeds have been disbursed.34
The specification of these criteria has been useful to the Panel process.

In the early years of the Panel there were frequently difficult debates
within the board of directors regarding whether a particular request
for inspection should be considered eligible for full investigation, and
on what basis to make this determination. In parallel, and following
certain clarifications in 1996, there were circumstances where manage-
ment produced early action plans or other steps prior to the Panel’s rec-
ommendation on eligibility, which were viewed by some as a way to
dissuade the board from accepting a Panel recommendation to carry out
a full investigation.
With the 1999 clarifications, determinations regarding eligibility now

benefit from criteria that are technical, transparent and clear. The clarifi-
cations further state that the Panel will determine the eligibility of a re-
quest for inspection ‘‘independently of any views that may be expressed
by Management’’. These provisions reinforce the role of the Panel, in re-
porting to the board, as an independent entity that calls situations as it
sees them in line with its mandate. Recommendations of the Panel re-
garding whether or not to carry out an investigation are considered by
the board on a non-objection basis. Since the clarifications in 1999, the
board has approved all the Panel’s recommendations.
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Investigation

Upon authorization by the board of directors, the Panel conducts an
investigation into matters raised in a request. This investigation is not
time-bound. Its length will depend on factors such as the complexity
of issues, the types of information needed and logistical and practical
issues (e.g. remoteness of places) relating to field investigations. In prac-
tice, investigations have ranged from a few months to 18 months.
The length of time reflects not only the complexity of the request but
the difficulty or ease of accessing the relevant areas in the country for
the investigation.

The investigation involves a full-scale fact-finding process. For this pur-
pose the Panel generally retains the services of one or more independent,
highly qualified experts in fields relevant to the subject matter of the
request, who are also familiar with the issues and conditions facing re-
questers and the communities they represent. For example, in claims in-
volving forests and indigenous peoples who live in and depend on forests,
the Panel has retained anthropologists, social forestry experts and envi-
ronmental science and policy experts to assist in the investigation.

In its investigation, the Panel examines documents and other materials,
including those relating to the project produced by the Bank and other
sources – both at Bank headquarters and local Bank offices. The Panel
carries out formal and informal interviews of Bank staff to learn more
about the project, hear management and staff views, request additional
information and, most importantly, try to establish the facts related to
the claims. The Panel speaks with many different sources, including indi-
vidual experts, staff of non-governmental organizations, local people and
corporate personnel, as appropriate, to be sure that it receives all rele-
vant information.

During its investigation, the Panel conducts on-site visits to areas alleg-
edly affected by the project. It arranges and carries out a wide-ranging set
of meetings, including with requesters and the people they represent,
other members of local communities, national and local government offi-
cials, officials and representatives of the World Bank, interested members
of civil society, including NGOs and private sector representatives as rel-
evant, and representatives of other entities involved in or familiar with
issues and conditions relevant to the request (e.g. other donors or inter-
governmental organizations, universities and associations). The Panel ex-
amines conditions in the affected locations relevant to the type of project
(e.g. hydropower, irrigation and drainage, transport, forestry, land use,
etc.) and to the issues raised (e.g. harm to indigenous peoples, cultural
property, forests and the environment). In all its work the Panel tries to
avoid publicity, so that it can ascertain the facts objectively and its efforts
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do not become used for political purposes. The 1999 clarifications to the
resolution establishing the Panel explicitly recognize ‘‘the need to con-
duct such work in an independent and low-profile manner’’ and provide
that ‘‘the Panel – and Management – should decline media contacts while
an investigation is pending or under way’’.35
On the basis of its investigation, the Panel develops a final investi-

gation report. The report describes the Panel’s findings in relation to the
issues raised in the request, including its findings and conclusions on
whether the Bank has complied with its operational policies and proce-
dures, and whether any instances of non-compliance have led – or might
lead – to harm to the requesters and those whom they represent. The In-
spection Panel report includes a succinct executive summary, a detailed
report and analysis, and one or more annexes. The full report varies in
length; it is generally about 150–200 single-spaced pages in order to con-
vey fully the findings, analysis and detailed documentation.
The Panel submits this report to the board of directors and the Presi-

dent of the Bank. Bank management then has six weeks to develop its
response to the report and an action plan to deal with the Panel’s find-
ings. Management circulates its response and action plan to the board of
directors and the Panel.
At this point, the board sets a date to consider the Panel’s investigation

report and management’s response and action plan. At its meeting, the
board may decide to accept the proposed management action plan or to
require other (usually supplementary) actions to respond to the Panel’s
findings and the matters raised in the request. The ultimate decision on
what action to take rests with the board of directors.
The thoroughness and specificity with which management’s response

and action plan address the Panel’s findings are critical to the effective-
ness of the Panel process. Sometimes the action plan may be quite gen-
eral, in which case the board may ask for more specificity. In developing
the action plan, management is instructed to ‘‘communicate to the Panel
the nature and outcomes of the consultations with affected parties on the
action plan’’.36 Affected parties include those making the request. The
Panel in turn ‘‘may submit to Executive Directors for their consideration
a report in their view of the adequacy of consultations with affected par-
ties in the preparation of the action plans’’. In practice, management has
generally not consulted with the requesters in developing action plans
and has not communicated to the Panel the nature and outcomes of con-
sultations with affected parties. The Panel in turn has not provided the
board with a report on this aspect. However, consultation with the af-
fected parties is an important aspect of developing effective action plans,
and this process deserves to be implemented.
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Publication, transparency and accessibility

In accordance with its mandate and operating procedures, the Panel
makes key documents relating to requests for inspection available to the
public at various junctures of its review process. These documents are
posted on the Panel website (www.inspectionpanel.org), and are also
available upon request from the secretariat. For example:
� The notice of registration is made publicly available once submitted to
the board and the President, and a ‘‘register’’ is established on the In-
spection Panel website with information on key actions in processing
the request.

� The request, the initial management response and the Panel eligibility
report are made publicly available once the board determines whether
or not to approve a Panel recommendation regarding eligibility for
investigation.

� In cases involving an investigation, the Panel investigation report and
the management response are made available once the board has met
to review what actions are appropriate in response to the request, the
Panel findings and management’s response and proposed action plan.
Once the board of executive directors has taken its decision in relation

to the Panel’s findings and management’s response and action plan, the
Panel usually returns to the country to convey and discuss its findings
with the requesters and with relevant authorities and interested parties.

The Panel’s website contains a wide range of other information relat-
ing to requests. This includes a summary of the status of active requests
and relevant press releases, usually prepared following the board deci-
sion on eligibility reports and final actions. The Panel’s homepage and
its annual reports provide additional information regarding its operations
and procedures, its members and other matters relevant to its work.

Actions to promote awareness of the Inspection Panel among com-
munities that might have an interest in seeking its help are of fundamen-
tal importance in ensuring that the Panel is able effectively to act as an
accountability mechanism, and to provide a voice for people who might
be affected by World Bank-financed projects. Building such awareness,
however, is often no easy task. Such communities may live in remote
areas and/or not have easy access to information about World Bank
activities – let alone the Inspection Panel. Local communities also may
speak languages not used by the World Bank in most of its project docu-
ments, or in meetings and consultations relating to those projects.

In its 1996 and 1999 reviews of the Panel, the board called on manage-
ment to take actions to make the Panel better known in borrowing coun-
tries. For its part, the Panel has developed a range of informational
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materials, and has participated in events and meetings that promote in-
formation and awareness. The Panel has also translated a basic informa-
tion brochure into 12 languages for dissemination. As noted, a request
may be submitted in any language. But, to be sure, it continues to be
a challenge to ensure that potentially affected people are aware of the
Panel’s existence.
The Panel wishes to ensure that the affected people who make a re-

quest are aware of its findings and management’s response. The 1999
clarifications call upon management to provide specified documents
from a Panel investigation to the claimants in their language, to the ex-
tent possible. The Panel now has the practice of providing a translation
of the Panel’s investigation report to the requesters in the country’s local
language.

Analysis of requests

Subject matter of requests

The Panel’s mandate covers any project or programme financed at least
in part by the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(IBRD) or the International Development Association (IDA). This ex-
tends to projects under the Global Environment Facility which have the
IBRD or IDA as the administrator, projects that may be jointly funded
with the IFC or other sources, and guarantees issued by the IBRD or
IDA. Since 1994, when it began its operations, the Panel has received 52
requests from 31 countries on a wide variety of projects, such as dams,
municipal transport systems, waste disposal systems, forests, biodiversity,
mining, pipelines and power-generating installations, and on structural
adjustment and development policy loans. People from countries across
the world, including Albania, Argentina, Bangladesh, Brazil, Cambodia,
Chad, China, Colombia, Congo (DRC), Ecuador, Ghana, Honduras, India,
Mexico, Nepal, Nigeria, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, the
Philippines, Romania and Uganda, have submitted requests to the Panel.
The Panel’s annual reports contain updated information about requests

received. For example, the annexes to the annual reports from 2003
to 2008 provide updated summary information on requests submitted
to the Panel as of 30 June of the respective year. There are details on
the date of each request, the type of project and the country involved,
whether or not an investigation was recommended and carried out, and
the policies and procedures raised by the request. The annual reports
are available electronically at www.inspectionpanel.org and on request
from the Inspection Panel secretariat.
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Geographical distribution

Figure 13.1 illustrates the geographical distribution of requests submitted
to the Panel since its creation in 1993, as of 30 June 2008.

Policies most often raised by requests

The current operational policies and procedures of the World Bank are
on the World Bank website (www.worldbank.org), and the Panel’s web-
site provides a link to them. Bank policies may also be obtained from the
Panel secretariat. The policies most often raised in requests for inspec-
tion, as of 30 June 2008, are indicated in figure 13.2.

The Panel’s impact

The effects of the Inspection Panel may be considered along several dif-
ferent dimensions. These are discussed below.

Handling requests and outcomes for affected people

In considering the effects of the Inspection Panel over time, the first ques-
tion involves what has happened to requests received. Several elements
may be considered in this regard. Has the Panel been effective in process-
ing and investigating the concerns raised by requesters, and presenting
these to the Bank’s board of executive directors for consideration and

Figure 13.1 Geographical distribution of requests, as of 30 June 2008
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action? What is the nature of the response by management to the find-
ings of the Panel, including in particular any findings of non-compliance
and harm? What has been the outcome on the ground for requesters as a
result of the Panel’s involvement?
As noted above, as of 30 June 2008 the Panel had received 52 requests

since its establishment. It has conducted full investigations in response to
slightly less than half of these requests. This is summarized on the Inspec-
tion Panel website and in the Panel’s annual reports from 2003 to 2008.
The website also contains the relevant final documents and related infor-
mation on requests made to the Panel, including the requests, Panel eligi-
bility and investigation reports, management responses and action plans,
and press releases summarizing the discussions and decisions on each
matter by the Bank’s board of executive directors.
There is a growing literature on the Inspection Panel that reviews both

the Panel and its case experience. The Panel’s own publication, Account-
ability at the World Bank: The Inspection Panel 10 Years On (2003), pro-
vides a useful review of its achievements and difficulties in responding to
specific requests at the time of its tenth anniversary. A number of recent
books, articles and studies have also reviewed the Panel and its work
as an instrument of accountability in response to requests from locally
affected people and communities.37
This chapter includes a short case study of one recent request, involv-

ing a road transport project and major issues of displacement and reset-

Figure 13.2 Policies most often raised in requests, as of 30 June 2008
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tlement in the city of Mumbai, India; prior to that, a few notes are given
on two other recent cases – one in Cambodia, the other in Romania. The
discussion does not intend to provide a framework for evaluating the
effectiveness of the Panel process in meeting the needs of local commu-
nities, but rather some glimpses of the process and where it can lead.

The case in Cambodia involved a Bank-funded project relating to for-
est concession management and control. In that case, the NGO Forum on
Cambodia and representatives of four villages in different parts of the
country submitted a request complaining that the Bank, in its efforts to
advise and support the Cambodian government in achieving improved
management of forest concessions in the country, was instead serving to
promote the interests of concession companies with a history of abusive
and illegal logging. The request alleged non-compliance by the Bank
with several of its policies, including environmental assessment, forests,
indigenous peoples, cultural resources, natural habitat, disclosure of in-
formation and project supervision.

The request went through the eligibility phase of the process, and the
Panel conducted a full investigation into the matters raised. In its final in-
vestigation report, the Panel noted the challenging context for work and
decision-making in the forest sector in Cambodia and commended Bank
management, in principle, for engaging in this work. The Panel found,
however, that the Bank had failed to comply with a number of its poli-
cies, and that the ‘‘Projects’ design created a structure likely to lead to in-
adequate levels of local involvement, community consultations and social
and environmental assessments.’’ The policy failures were of high signifi-
cance in light of the reliance of local communities, including indigenous
peoples, on the forests for their livelihoods and culture, and because of
the world-class levels of natural habitat and biodiversity value of the for-
ests. The Panel and its experts also found that the draft concession man-
agement plans prepared by concession companies with the guidance of
technical materials developed or supported by the project were deficient
in almost every respect, in terms of both process and content.38

The Panel report noted, at the same time, a number of actions by Bank
management taken after the request was submitted, including a letter to
the government of Cambodia in November 2005. This letter noted flaws
in the draft concession proposals and recommended appropriate action,
consistent with law, ‘‘to bring this unsatisfactory state of affairs to a
quick conclusion’’.39 The letter also referred to approaches other than
concession-based logging for consideration, including community forestry
initiatives. Management included many of these elements, and others, in
the action plan and lessons-learned sections of its response to the Panel
investigation, submitted to the board for its consideration. The board ap-
proved the proposed management action plan in June 2006, and asked
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management to report back on progress in its implementation. On 11
May 2007 management provided a progress report to the board.
This case highlights important aspects of the Panel process, and under-

scores the importance of the management response and action plan in
presenting a way forward to address issues of harm and compliance iden-
tified by a Panel investigation. How this translates into effective action on
the ground on behalf of the locally concerned and affected people, how-
ever, is still to be seen.
In other recent cases the Panel has faced a situation where – following

the submission of a request – management initiated some significant ac-
tions to attempt to address and resolve concerns included in the request.
For example, after the Panel received a request from Romania involving
the impacts of a mine closure project on local communities, it found that
the Bank initiated actions to address the issues. After the Panel’s eligibil-
ity visit to the affected site and meeting with the requesters and others, it
received a formal communication from the requesters indicating that the
actions that had been initiated might resolve their concerns and request-
ing that the Panel allow a period of time (six months) before making a
recommendation as to whether to carry out an investigation. In light of
these circumstances, and the constructive nature of the actions being
taken in response to the concerns of requesters, the Panel suggested to
the board in its eligibility report that it refrain from issuing a recommen-
dation at that time as to whether an investigation was warranted, and in-
stead await further developments. As it turned out, further progress did
occur and the requesters sent the Panel a ‘‘letter of contentment’’ regard-
ing the response to their concerns.

Incentives for Bank compliance with policies and procedures in
other projects and programmes

The Panel’s impact is not confined to projects made subject to a request.
Rather, it has a broader impact within the institution in promoting Bank
management and staff compliance with Bank policies and procedures.
Experience has indicated that the simple existence of an independent

panel, with the possibility of a request and board-approved investigation,
reinforces incentives within management to be sure that policies and pro-
cedures are followed. This occurs at several levels: when affected people
complain to the Bank about potential or actual harm, as is required be-
fore approaching the Inspection Panel; and secondly, and very impor-
tantly, when management and staff develop, appraise and supervise the
implementation of Bank-financed projects. In some cases locally affected
people have copied the Panel on correspondence to management, fol-
lowed by important new actions.
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This potential role of accountability mechanisms, such as the Inspec-
tion Panel, was recognized explicitly in the 2006 Global Accountability
Report.40 The report states that mechanisms such as the Inspection Panel
can, if rigorous, provide an incentive to ensure application of other types
of accountability measures of international institutions (noted below).

The Panel is aware of many examples of this less tangible or measur-
able effect of the Panel in relation to the activities of the World Bank,
and its role in promoting important actions to address social and environ-
mental issues linked to Bank-funded projects.

To be sure, there are those who argue the Panel’s existence promotes
‘‘Panel proofing’’ of projects, in that elements are not included simply be-
cause they might lead to complaints to the Panel, or works against taking
risks in developing projects. However, these arguments often mask other
reasons not to proceed in certain directions. The Panel has been very
clear that risk-taking is integral to development, and that compliance
with safeguard policies and procedures avoids harm to people and the
environment and saves money in the long term.

Further development of Bank policies

The work of the Inspection Panel may also affect the further development
of Bank policies. For example, the Panel’s investigation report for the
forestry project in Cambodia contributed to management’s rethinking of
its forest policy, both in Cambodia and in other countries with significant
forest reserves.41 A critical question, in this regard, is the extent to which
these ‘‘lessons’’ or ‘‘new thinking’’ are actually applied in other settings.

Recognition for Panel achievements

The Panel, and similar mechanisms of accountability, can contribute to a
higher degree of confidence in the work of an institution. The 2006
Global Accountability Report, undertaken by One World Trust in Lon-
don, studied 30 international institutions in terms of their accountability
to people and societies affected by their actions.42 The group included
10 international intergovernmental institutions, 10 transnational private
sector companies and 10 international non-governmental organizations.
The report identified four key dimensions of accountability: transpar-
ency, participation, evaluation, and complaint and response mechanisms.
The report gave the World Bank, with its Inspection Panel, the highest
rating (by far) among all the institutions along this fourth key dimension
of accountability, and described the Panel as ‘‘good practice’’ or ‘‘best
practice’’.

WORLD BANK INSPECTION PANEL 291



It is worth highlighting, in this regard, the tremendous contributions by
civil society in the creation of the Panel and the ongoing fight for ac-
countability. In addition, as described above, there remain significant
challenges in making sure that people who come to the Panel get the
kind of investigation and response they deserve. Nevertheless, as indi-
cated by the 2006 Global Accountability Report, the World Bank has
kept its fundamental commitment over the years to having the Inspection
Panel as an accountability mechanism to respond to complaints. This is
no small achievement, and also makes an important contribution to the
objectives of transparency and participation that are highlighted in the
2006 Global Accountability Report.

Panel influence on accountability in other institutions

As noted above, the Inspection Panel has played a pioneering role in fur-
thering development of accountability mechanisms in other international
institutions and in several countries’ national accountability instruments.
Since the establishment of the Panel, other multilateral development
banks have followed the lead of the World Bank and created their own
accountability mechanisms, and in some cases subsequently revised them
in light of the Panel’s experience.43 Canada, Japan and the United States
have created national accountability mechanisms for their export or
foreign investment institutions. The North American Agreement on
Environmental Cooperation also provides for a procedure by which
non-governmental entities and individuals can complain and trigger a
fact-finding procedure.44
More broadly, the Inspection Panel offers a significant example of an

internationally agreed mechanism to promote the involvement of civil so-
ciety and local communities in the decision-making process of interna-
tional law, cooperation and development. In this way it has made – and
is still making – an important contribution in the continuing evolution to-
wards greater rights of participation by non-state actors in the interna-
tional law and policy-making process.45

The Mumbai Urban Transport Project (MUTP)

This chapter closes with a brief study of the recent Inspection Panel case
involving a large-scale Bank-financed urban transport project in the city
of Mumbai, India. The MUTP aims at the improvement and extension of
rail and road infrastructure in the city by providing, inter alia, for the ex-
tension of two major east–west road links in Mumbai. It also has a reset-
tlement component for persons affected by the project. It is the largest
Bank-supported urban resettlement project ever undertaken outside
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China. At project appraisal (2002), management estimated that at least
80,000 people would have to be resettled, and the number was revised
upwards after project approval to some 120,000.46

Requests

The Panel received four successive requests for inspection related to
the MUTP. The requests were submitted by a large number of affected
people living in Mumbai, including families, other residents and shop-
keepers with businesses of varying sizes facing resettlement.47 All four
requests pertained to the extension of two major roads under the MUTP
and the resettlement of persons and shops affected by this. The reques-
ters alleged that Bank operational policies and procedures were violated
with respect to their resettlement and rehabilitation. As a result, the re-
questers claimed that they would suffer adverse effects. For reasons of
economy and efficiency, the four requests were processed as one request,
with the approval of the board for doing so.

The requesters complained that resettlement under the MUTP had not
been planned appropriately, which in their view resulted in deficient
baseline surveys of affected people and inadequate information and con-
sultations. Moreover, the requesters claimed that the project failed to
provide income restoration for displaced people, and would destroy their
livelihoods. Particularly, the shopkeepers among the requesters feared
that they would suffer irreparable damage to their well-established busi-
nesses and would lose their customer base at the resettlement sites. They
expressed disagreement with the project resettlement and rehabilitation
scheme that entitled them to an area of 225 square feet regardless of the
actual area of their current premises affected by the project.

Under the project, most of the persons who presented the requests
were to be moved to a resettlement site, which in their view offered un-
suitable living and environmental conditions. The requesters complained
that the site was not only too far away from their current location but
also was located near the main municipal dump. They also claimed that
the sites were lacking social services such as schools and medical facili-
ties, and environmental services such as water supply. With regard to
the new buildings, the requesters challenged the affordability of the
maintenance charges. They also stated that they had no independent
mechanism to revert to with their grievances.

Evolution of project

As noted, the MUTP today consists of both infrastructure and resettle-
ment and rehabilitation components. The project’s history holds the key
to understanding many of the issues that the requesters raised and the
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project faced. Given the magnitude and complexity of displacement, the
MUTP in 1995 was originally designed as two distinct full-scale ‘‘twin
projects’’. One project was for transport infrastructure (MUTP) and one
for resettlement, the Mumbai Urban Rehabilitation Project (MURP),
with appropriate attention to the distinct design, content and institutional
requirements of each.
However, after three years the Bank merged the two distinct projects

into one. It reduced the complex resettlement and rehabilitation task
from a full-scale project to a ‘‘subcomponent’’ within the MUTP infra-
structure project. In this merger, the responsibility for implementing re-
settlement was shifted to the transportation authority, which did not
have adequate capacity to deal with the resettlement of about 100,000
people. Under the MUTP, the resettlement component evolved into one
focused primarily on restoration of housing, without explicit provisions
for income restoration among the affected population. NGOs were con-
tracted to implement the resettlement subcomponent of the project.

Key findings

On 21 December 2005 the Panel sent its investigation report48 on
the MUTP to the board. The report revealed several instances of non-
compliance by the Bank, particularly with the policies on involuntary re-
settlement49 and environmental assessment.50
The Panel investigation discovered that the shopkeepers’ concerns had

not been adequately addressed and that various issues of concern to
them and their employees had been overlooked. Many of the shopkeep-
ers, especially those with specific requirements, for example for their tim-
ber, textile and automotive enterprises, had valid and significant concerns
which required full attention. Among other things, the Panel highlighted
that the 225 square feet structures and the location of the resettlement
sites – far away from the old customer base – would pose significant diffi-
culties for many shopkeepers in restoring their businesses and maintain-
ing incomes.
With regard to income restoration, the Panel noted that the Bank as-

sumed that employment would not be problematic in Mumbai and thus
did not anticipate major income losses. While many of the affected per-
sons suffered from reduced income or job loss at the resettlement sites,
they simultaneously faced very high costs at these sites, e.g. maintenance
and transportation costs. In addition, the Panel identified serious issues
relating to environmental and living conditions at the resettlement sites.
Environmental and social services such as schools and medical facilities
at the sites were inadequate when people were resettled, and many
lacked sufficient access to water and sewerage. Housing societies had not
been established in a timely fashion and funds for resettlement had not
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been transferred to the affected people. The Panel also identified flaws in
the project’s environmental assessment and found that the resettlement
site that the requesters had to move to was close to the city’s major waste
dump. Moreover, the Panel noted the absence of an effective and inde-
pendent grievance system that would enable project-affected persons to
find recourse in the event of disagreements.

A major concern the Panel expressed was the Bank’s failure to ensure
that baseline surveys had been carried out adequately. In the view of the
Panel, this failure resulted in, inter alia, highly conflicting demographic
discrepancies in the estimates of affected people, including shopkeepers,
as well as problems in assessing the costs and feasibility of resettlement
and restoration of income. The Bank also overestimated the capacity of
the implementing agency and the NGOs contracted to support project
implementation.

The Panel linked many of the compliance issues raised by the re-
questers to the early decision to merge the initial two projects and make
the resettlement action a subcomponent of the transport project. The
Panel noted that the merger diverted attention away from the institutional
capacity required to address resettlement issues effectively. Also, the es-
timate of the number of people to be resettled was reduced dramatically,
as was the cost estimate for resettlement, before it was submitted to the
board for approval, but then increased to about the original estimate
some time following approval. Moreover, the reference to the problem
of shopkeepers, initially identified in the separate resettlement project,
seems to have been dropped from consideration after the merger.

Management response and actions

Bank management’s report and recommendation in response to the
Panel’s findings acknowledged these findings in most instances.51 Man-
agement recognized that it failed to identify the project’s effects on
middle-income shopkeepers. Among other issues, management agreed
that special attention to the specific needs of the shopkeepers and their
employees was necessary, and that it had to address their concerns re-
garding the suitable space allocation for shops of more than 225 square
feet and their worries regarding the location of the new shops.

Management further agreed with the Panel’s findings about the lack of
institutional capacity of the implementing agency and the NGOs. It also
acknowledged that consultations with affected people were limited and
that the grievance mechanism needed serious improvement. Moreover,
it acknowledged the Panel’s finding that the surveys were inadequate
and confirmed the conflicting estimates of affected people. Management
confirmed significant delays in the establishing of functioning housing so-
cieties and in the transferring of funds aimed to assist the affected people
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to cope with resettlement. Moreover, management acknowledged the
majority of the Panel’s findings regarding the social and environmental
conditions at the resettlement sites, such as the inadequate water supply
and the absence of schools. However, management did not fully share the
Panel’s concerns about income restoration. Instead, it indicated that it
had considered the issue of housing more important than the issue of
employment.
Management agreed that a range of actions would be necessary to

bring the project into compliance, and proposed an action plan consisting
of several key actions to be undertaken by the implementing agency and
management. Management proposed, inter alia, to expand the options of
resettlement sites for the shopkeepers and to commence negotiations
with the eligible shopkeepers. Moreover, the action plan provided for im-
provement in social and environmental services to the resettlement sites,
e.g. through improving water supply and establishing housing coopera-
tives. Additionally, management included actions such as the establish-
ment of a database and the improvement of the grievance redressal
mechanism. Management also urged that MUTP’s capacity for imple-
menting resettlement be significantly strengthened.

Board decision and suspension of loan disbursement

On 1 March 2006, before the board met to deliberate on the investigation
report and management’s response, the Bank suspended disbursement
on the road and resettlement components of the MUTP. The Bank asked
the government of Maharashtra to complete a set of actions, consisting of
10 major action points, in a satisfactory manner before it would lift the
suspension.
Soon thereafter, on 28 March 2006, the board of executive directors

met to discuss the management report and recommendations and the
Panel’s investigation report. The board endorsed the action plan. It was
agreed that management would submit a progress report to the board in
no more than six months, and that the Panel would report on progress to
the board.
On 29 June 2006 the Bank lifted the suspension of disbursement based

on the conclusion that the state of Maharashtra had substantially met the
conditions for lifting it.

Follow-up

In May 2006 the Panel visited Delhi and Mumbai and met with the re-
questers, government authorities and Bank staff to discuss and convey
the findings of the investigation report. Management submitted its prog-

296 BROWN WEISS, LALLAS AND HERKEN



ress report to the board on 1 March 2007, after a significant delay, and
the Panel reviewed the progress report in great detail for the board.52
Both management’s progress report and the Panel’s review of manage-
ment’s progress report are available on the Panel’s website.

Conclusion

The World Bank Inspection Panel has been in operation for more than a
dozen years. During these years it has provided a forum for communities
around the world to give voice to their concerns about the adverse social
and environmental impacts of projects funded by the World Bank, to es-
tablish the facts in relation to those concerns and to report findings to the
decision-making chamber of the Bank for consideration and action. The
Panel has a well-developed body of procedures and practice on which to
build for the future and assess the past.

The Panel’s experience has considerable relevance for future efforts
within the UN system to establish or strengthen institutions for ensuring
accountability by management and staff. It suggests that it is important to
establish such a body as structurally independent of management and
staff, and to give it the attributes of a high-level body within the institu-
tion. To gain the trust of all parties, it is important that the reports be
transparent, that the body communicates directly with those making the
complaint and returns to convey the results of the investigations to
them, and that panel members and staff are able at all times to operate
impartially and objectively. It is also important that the body is able to
have access to all relevant documents and be thorough in its work. Most
importantly, it must have the trust of all concerned.

The Inspection Panel at the World Bank provides an entryway for peo-
ple and civil society into the decision-making process of a major interna-
tional institution. The people who have come to the Panel over the years
have been poor, often living in remote locations and, without much abil-
ity to influence decisions and actions that affect them greatly – the kind of
people that the World Bank expressly intends to help and to bring into
the development process in a positive way. The Inspection Panel, as a
means to promote participation and accountability, is intended to en-
hance the legitimacy of the World Bank as a development institution
and to help ensure that development is effective and aids the poorest
people of the world.

The key to this involves more than process; it needs to include out-
comes. Where the World Bank has complied with its policies and proce-
dures, this needs to be understood. Where things go awry – and they
have – people will want to know and see what has been done, practically,
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to address their concerns. In the continuing fight for accountability, this
issue merits careful and continuing attention. Good accountability helps
ensure that development meets the needs of the poorest in the world.

Notes

1. The 1987 report of the World Commission on Environment and Development provides
a landmark narrative on these issues, including connections between the dogged and
fierce problem of poverty around the world and issues of social and environmental
progress. See World Commission on Environment and Development (1987) Report of

the World Commission on Environment and Development: Our Common Future

(‘‘Brundtland Report’’) UN Doc. A/42/427/Annex, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
2. The summit highlighted the need for positive integration of social, environmental and

economic policies, and recognized that social equity and the fight against poverty were
core to this effort. It also stressed financial support to developing countries and the
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principles 10, 20–22 of Rio Declaration on Environment and Development (1992)
UN Doc. A/CONF. 151/5/ Rev. 1, 14 June, reprinted in International Legal Materials

31(4), pp. 876–880; Agenda 21 (adopted at Rio de Janeiro on 14 June 1992), UN Doc.
A/CONF.151/26/Rev.1 (Vol. I), available at www.un.org/esa/sustdev/documents/
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3. The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), commonly
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national Finance Corporation (IFC, founded in 1956), the International Development
Association (IDA, founded in 1960), the Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency
(MIGA, founded in 1988) and the Global Environment Facility (GEF, founded in
1990). The IBRD provides loans to support development-related projects and pro-
grammes in low- and middle-income countries. The IDA generally provides interest-
free loans or grants to the poorest countries (through ‘‘credits’’), on a highly conces-
sional basis. The IDA is funded by contributions from richer member countries, and is
periodically replenished. The IFC lends to the private sector.

4. The policies addressing social and environmental issues are sometimes referred to as
‘‘safeguard policies’’. They include those on involuntary resettlement, indigenous peo-
ples, poverty reduction, cultural resources, environmental assessment, forests, natural
habitat, pest management and safety of dams. Other important policies include those
on project supervision, economic evaluation of investment opportunities and disclosure
of information. The Bank’s policies have evolved significantly over time.

5. See Clark, Dana L. (2003) ‘‘Understanding the World Bank Inspection Panel’’, in Dana
L. Clark, Jonathan Fox and Kay Treakle, eds, Demanding Accountability: Civil Society
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tained?’’, Harvard Human Rights Journal 19, pp. 275–281. Many other projects were
also highlighted as a source of concern, including dam projects in Thailand, Brazil and
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the Argentine-Brazil border, forestry projects in Côte d’Ivoire and Gabon and a trans-
migration project in Indonesia. See Hunter and Udall, ibid.; Chatterjee, Pratap (1994)
‘‘Wapenhans Summary and Update’’, Multinational Monitor, October, available at
www.globalpolicy.org/socecon/bwi-wto/critics/1994/9410wap.htm.

7. The Commission was headed by Bradford Morse, retired administrator of the UN De-
velopment Programme (UNDP), and Thomas Berger, former justice of the Supreme
Court of British Columbia, Canada.

8. See Morse, Bradford and Thomas Berger (1995) ‘‘Findings and Recommendations of
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Improving accountability at the
Asian Development Bank

Suresh Nanwani

Introduction

The inaugural workshop of the UNU Tokyo Symposium on Accountabil-
ity, aimed to prepare concrete policy recommendations for the UN sys-
tem organizations based on theoretical and empirical analyses, was
timely. The practices of multilateral development banks (MDBs), includ-
ing the Asian Development Bank (ADB), on the accountability of their
operations to the public at large are relevant for consideration by the
United Nations to enhance the accountability of UN system organiza-
tions to the global community. The focus of this chapter is on ADB mea-
sures to improve accountability.

This chapter outlines the key features of the concept of accountability;
the role the ADB plays in addressing internal accountability issues
through organizational, policy and other reforms and changes; and the
ADB’s provision of a window of access to address citizen complaints
on ADB-assisted projects through its accountability mechanism policy.
It also discusses emerging trends and challenges in MDBs and other de-
velopment institutions to improve their citizen-complaint mechanisms
to enhance the accountability of their operations and the participa-
tion of external stakeholders in their decision-making processes. The
chapter concludes that there is progress in ADB efforts on improving
accountability. The chapter reflects on the limitations of accountabil-
ity mechanisms as internal governance tools, and highlights areas for
improvement.

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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Meanings of accountability

Although the term ‘‘accountability’’ for international organizations has
been increasingly used in at least the past decade, it remains difficult
to define and at best has many meanings. Professor Malcolm Shaw, co-
rapporteur of the International Law Association London conference on
the accountability of international organizations, stated that the term
was ‘‘difficult to define’’.1 Lewis Carroll’s Humpty Dumpty in Alice in
Wonderland would not have a problem with the term, as it would mean
just what he chose it to mean – ‘‘neither more nor less’’. We all know
that Alice questioned Humpty Dumpty on whether the word can mean
different things.
Let me start with a dictionary definition. The Oxford English Diction-

ary’s definition of the term ‘‘accountable’’ is ‘‘(of a person, organization,
or institution) required or expected to justify actions or decisions; respon-
sible’’.2 Merriam-Webster OnLine Dictionary defines the term ‘‘account-
ability’’ as ‘‘the quality or state of being accountable; especially: an
obligation or willingness to accept responsibility or to account for one’s
actions’’.3 In terms of forms of accountability in international organiza-
tions, the International Law Association has articulated four: legal, polit-
ical, administrative and financial.4 Ruth Grant and Robert Keohane take
a different approach, defining seven mechanisms to hold international or-
ganizations accountable: supervisory, legal, market, peer, hierarchical,
public reputational and fiscal.5 The author’s view of ‘‘accountability’’ of
an international organization is the responsibility for action/inaction
taken in terms of being answerable on why it was taken, the process by
which it was carried out and the outcome. This institutional accountabil-
ity, in turn, cascades down to teams and individuals in the organization.

Demands for accountability from multilateral
development banks

Since the UN’s establishment in 1945 there has been a proliferation of
multilateral development banks promoting economic development.
These include the World Bank, International Finance Corporation (IFC),
Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA), Inter-American
Development Bank (IDB), African Development Bank (AfDB), and
Asian Development Bank (ADB) in the first 25 years, and the European
Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) in 1991. These
MDBs focus on lending to their members in both public and private sec-
tor operations to support economic growth or development in their bor-
rowing member countries.
Over the past two decades various MDBs have adopted environmental
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and social policies such as those relating to involuntary resettlement, gov-
ernance, anti-corruption, environment, indigenous peoples, public infor-
mation disclosure and accountability mechanisms. The driving forces
behind these policies are to improve institutional development effective-
ness and enhance project quality; to have environmental and social safe-
guards to mitigate adverse project impacts; to emphasize the interests of
affected communities through accessing information and through partici-
pation in project planning and implementation; to be abreast with various
international agreements and developments, such as the Rio Declaration
and Agenda 21 in 1992 and related conventions; and to address donor
concerns through replenishment funds of the institutions and statements
issued at meetings of the G-7 countries.6 The demands for accountability
are increasing, and as recently as September 2006 the Global Trans-
parency Initiative launched its Transparency Charter for International
Financial Institutions on the standards to which these institutions’ disclo-
sure information policies should conform.7

Strengthening accountability at the ADB

Concomitant with the adoption of these policies over this period and in
response to criticisms of the organization’s project management and op-
erations performance, the ADB carried out organizational changes by es-
tablishing an Environment Division and a Social Dimensions Unit in 1987
and 1992, respectively, and merging them in 1995. In 1993 the ADB es-
tablished the Task Force on Improving Project Quality to carry out an in-
ternal review of the Bank’s portfolio of projects, including the work of the
operations departments which are responsible for all aspects of the insti-
tution’s lending operations at the country level. The report of this Task
Force8 addressed internal accountability,9 and also noted ‘‘approval cul-
ture’’10 in the organization where excessive emphasis was placed on
achieving annual levels of programmed lending; this can result in inade-
quate project design and insufficient consideration of beneficiary partici-
pation and local needs and demands. The Task Force also reiterated the
theme of accountability for project quality: the ADB ‘‘cannot escape the
need to restructure and reorient itself to strengthen the clarity of roles
and accountability for quality at various levels in the organization’’11
(emphasis added).

The ADB’s measures in improving accountability

Over the past decade the ADB has implemented various tools and mea-
sures to improve accountability, including the reorganization of the ADB
in 2002; institutional changes and developments, such as the creation in
1999 of the Anticorruption Unit in the Office of the Auditor General
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(renamed the Integrity Division in 2005) and the enhancement of the
Operations Evaluation Department (OED) in 2004; the adoption of a
managing for development results (MfDR)12 approach in 2003 to im-
prove accountability through its emphasis on results in the institution
and its country and project operations;13 and formulation and revision
of policies directly impacting on communities affected by ADB-assisted
projects and the public at large (including the information and disclo-
sure policies, which the public communications policy replaced,14 and
the inspection function policy, which the accountability mechanism policy
replaced).15
The objective of the ADB reorganization in 200216 was to address its

capacity to implement effectively its Long-Term Strategic Framework
2001–2015, which charts the ADB’s agenda for these years. The reor-
ganization noted the change of the ADB’s role from its origins as a tradi-
tional project financier to that of a project financier and promoter of
policy reforms in the 1980s and 1990s, and to a ‘‘full-fledged development
institution’’17 in 2001. This reorganization also addressed the issue of re-
sponsibility on departments and positions in these departments which
should be held accountable for results. It resulted in the creation of five
regional departments to implement the ADB’s strategic agenda for its
developing member countries in the Asia-Pacific region and carry out its
operational activities in each country. In 2004 an independent assessment
panel consisting of three external experts carried out an evaluation of the
effectiveness of the 2002 reorganization. The findings noted that while
the creation of the regional departments in 2002 was a major step for-
ward in terms of accountability for country operations, there was a need
to clarify accountability for various products at different levels of staff,
and a need to have greater empowerment of managers and staff to make
decisions and be held accountable for results. This panel’s findings were,
in turn, used in the ADB’s new human resources strategy in 2004, where
managers and staff at senior levels are required to take on greater
responsibilities and accountabilities in all aspects relating to staff man-
agement and ‘‘improving staff accountability at all levels of the organ-
ization’’18 (emphasis added). They were also used in April 2006 in
realigning ADB regional departments, which are responsible for project
administration and management of the portfolio of countries covered by
the department.19

Enhancing the independence of the ADB Operations Evaluation
Department

The OED evaluates ADB projects, programmes and technical assistance
carried out by operations departments; the ongoing project portfolio; the
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broader thematic issues, policies and practices; the effectiveness of ADB
operations at the country level; and the sector assistance programme.
The OED is the first ADB department reporting to the board of direc-
tors, helping the ADB to ‘‘improve its development effectiveness and ac-
countability to its stakeholders’’20 (emphasis added).

In 2004 the OED’s independence and effectiveness was enhanced as an
instrument of independent accountability. It now reports directly to the
board of directors through the Development Effectiveness Committee
(DEC), a board standing committee, instead of to the President. This
change reflects the need to ensure four criteria are complied with by a
number of official evaluation and audit organizations:21 organizational
independence, behavioural independence, protection from outside influ-
ence and avoidance of conflicts of interest.22 As the board of directors is
the policy-making organ of the ADB and is ultimately responsible for the
development effectiveness of ADB operations, the OED reporting to the
board through a board standing committee provides structural autonomy.

The board appoints, upon the joint recommendation of the DEC and
the President, the Director-General heading the OED for an initial term
of three years, which may be renewed for a maximum of two years. Upon
completion of the term, the Director-General is ineligible for any other
staff position in the ADB, including as a staff consultant. These provi-
sions ensure independence to maintain the credibility of its evaluation
and of the ADB as a whole.

From its initial establishment in 1978, when evaluation was geared to-
wards specific ADB projects and programmes, the OED’s role has in-
creased in response to the need for increased accountability and results
manifested in the growing focus and scope of evaluations. OED evalua-
tion reports (except those on private sector operations which will be re-
dacted if they contain confidential business information or other matters
covered by the public communications policy), ADB management’s23 re-
sponse, the OED’s response to management, if any, and the DEC chair’s
summary are posted on the ADB website.24

With these improvements, objective evaluations are ensured and the
lessons learned can be fed back by ADB management and staff into
ADB operations. Also, external stakeholders have better access to infor-
mation on the decision-making processes at the ADB – of management,
the OED and the DEC – and can use the information to understand the
institution and its activities better. For example, a non-governmental
organization (NGO) has noted that ‘‘too many OED recommendations
have not been acted upon by operations departments’’.25 With the
DEC’s 2005 annual report, which recommended that ‘‘a system be estab-
lished for monitoring the cumulative progress of actions on OED’s rec-
ommendations’’,26 the question of what prevented the ADB from
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establishing such a mechanism in the first place is now being asked.27 The
OED’s annual evaluation review report of September 2006 also high-
lights governance and accountability issues such as ‘‘approval culture’’.28
The need to address this matter, 14 years on from the 1992 Task Force
report when it was first mentioned, is still relevant and challenging. A
‘‘reliable, tested system to measure ADB’s contributions to achieving de-
velopment results’’29 also needs to be developed. This report is also the
‘‘first attempt in ADB to examine ADB’s staff accountability and project
success’’.30

Increased transparency and availability of information through the
public communications policy

In 2005 the ADB adopted its public communications policy,31 which re-
placed its former information and disclosure policies. This policy aims to
enhance stakeholders’ trust in and ability to engage with the institution
and to ensure that ADB operations have greater development impact. It
promotes participatory development and a two-way flow of information
between the ADB and its stakeholders, including affected people. This
policy requires the ADB to make its documents publicly available, i.e.
posted on the ADB website, ‘‘unless doing so will result in harm to
ADB, its members, or another organization that entrusted ADB with
the information’’.32 A unique feature illustrative of this external account-
ability is that if a requester believes that the request for information has
been unreasonably denied or the policy has been interpreted improperly,
the person can submit a written request to an ADB committee – the Pub-
lic Disclosure Advisory Committee (PDAC) – to address complaints re-
garding information disclosure denied by ADB departments. The PDAC
consists of four ADB managers and senior staff; it will acknowledge re-
ceipt of the request within five working days, convene as soon as possible
to consider the complaint, and give the requester its decision no later
than 30 calendar days after receiving the request. Under this policy, the
ADB will issue an annual report containing the results of its monitoring
of the information activities, a summary of refusals to provide informa-
tion to the public and any recommendations for changes to the policy.
The first annual report was expected to be issued by December 2006. As
of 5 October 2006 no complaints had been filed with the PDAC.

Addressing complaints on fraud and corruption

The ADB’s anti-corruption policy33 in 1999 opened up another window
of access for anyone in the ADB or externally to submit to the ADB con-
cerns about fraud or corruption in any ADB-financed activity, including
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ADB staff involvement in such activity. Prior to this policy there were no
publicized independent channels whereby incidents of fraud or corrup-
tion could be reported for investigation. One important objective of this
policy is that ADB projects and staff adhere to the highest ethical stand-
ards. Any complaint can be brought to the attention of the ADB Integ-
rity Division (called the Office of the Auditor General Integrity –
OAGI), which is tasked by the Office of the Auditor General to handle
and investigate all allegations of fraud or corruption among ADB-
financed projects or ADB staff. If requested, the OAGI will protect the
identity of the complainant and the information provided. The OAGI
publishes annual reports on how it handles the allegations brought to its
attention. The OAGI’s 2005 annual report of January 200634 states that
199 complaints were received, and after screening on whether they relate
to its mandate of ADB-financed activities or staff, it opened 102 investi-
gations and closed 59 complaints after concluding that further investiga-
tion was not required.

This report also notes a total of 21 (including five involving ADB staff)
fraud and corruption investigations in 1998 against 102 (including 15 in-
volving ADB staff) such investigations in 2005, indicating the increase of
complaints and investigations over the years, and provides summaries of
OAGI investigative findings.35 Measures include declaration of firms and
individuals ineligible to participate in ADB-financed activity, suspension
or cancellation of loans and sanctions on staff, from written censure to
summary dismissal. There have been calls by some ADB member coun-
tries, NGOs and other stakeholders criticizing the ADB’s policy not to
disclose publicly the names of sanctioned individuals and entities. The
Office of the Auditor General has considered and reassessed this matter,
and concluded that the current policy of not publicizing the names of
entities listed on the anti-corruption sanction list issued by the OAGI
provides the best balance in addressing fraud and corruption related
to ADB-financed activity, and allows the ADB to implement the anti-
corruption policy in the best way.36

Handling complaints on procurement irregularities

Any person can refer a complaint concerning the recruitment and short-
listing of consultants and the prequalification, bidding and bid evalua-
tion process for procuring goods and works under an ADB-financed
project to the ADB Central Operations Services Office (COSO).37
COSO oversees ADB procurement and consulting services, and is
responsible for reviewing ADB borrowers’ procurement activities, select-
ing and engaging consultants required by the ADB and reviewing bor-
rowers’ selection and engagement of consultants under ADB loans. This
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office will consider the complaint and check that the actions are carried
out in accordance with ADB policies, applicable guidelines38 and the ap-
plicable loan agreements.
As there is currently no formal system for filing complaints, these have

been filed in various ways, such as direct referrals to COSO by unsuccess-
ful bidders, applicants or interested persons, or through members of the
ADB board of directors who in turn bring them to COSO’s attention. In
one case where the ADB Compliance Review Panel was determining
the eligibility of a request for compliance review, the Panel referred the
matter to COSO as the requesters alleged procurement irregularities and
violations of ADB procedures, and the subject matter did not fall within
the Panel’s remit under the accountability mechanism policy. COSO con-
sidered the matter and responded to the requesters, with a copy to the
Panel.39 Unlike the OAGI, which issues an annual report, COSO does
not publish an annual report on complaints received and their disposal.

Obtaining civil society inputs in policy review and implementation

In the past decade the ADB has actively solicited specific civil society in-
puts from the outset to assist it to implement or review its policies as
these impact on people. For instance, the ADB policy on gender and
development (GAD)40 provides for the establishment of the External
Forum on Gender and Development (EFG) to promote and facilitate
dialogue between the ADB and external groups on relevant issues. The
EFG was established in 2001 and has been meeting annually since then
as part of the ADB’s initiative to promote and facilitate dialogue with
this group on GAD issues. The Forum is a 10-member panel of experts
on GAD and women’s rights from different ADB member countries,
and its members represent a variety of disciplines and perspectives.41
This policy provides for a review of implementation experience after
five years. The review commenced in 2004: its process involved consulta-
tions with governments and other stakeholders, including technical input
by the EFG, resulting in the issue of the draft final report on the review
of the GAD policy in June 2006 for public comment prior to finalization
of the report.
Similarly, the ADB engaged a panel of external experts to review the

implementation of its water policy in 2005. A panel of six members rep-
resenting developing member country officials, civil society, bilateral do-
nors and the private sector was appointed for a year to ensure broad
stakeholder participation, transparent proceedings and reporting, and
wide dissemination of results and recommendations. This panel had
meetings, participated in in-country or regional consultations and con-
tributed to the preparation of the final report for ADB management.
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The panel’s work was completed in May 2006 with the submission of a
report containing its assessment of the implementation of the water pol-
icy. ADB management accepted the challenges given by the panel, and
its Water Committee took into consideration the panel’s suggestions for
discussion with clients, partners and stakeholders in a consultation organ-
ized in 2006.

Providing information and communicating with stakeholders on
the progress of the ADB reform agenda

The ADB’s adoption of a reform agenda in 2004, whose foundation rests
on MfDR, is an illustrative example which clearly spells out who has
‘‘responsibility and ultimate accountability for carrying out this reform
agenda’’ (emphasis added) – ADB management under the overall guid-
ance of the President. The reform agenda consists of 19 ADB-wide re-
form initiatives to deliver five outcomes related to internal changes and
realignment.42 The downward delegation of responsibility is also speci-
fied – that is, the ‘‘main responsibility for implementing a specific reform
initiative and monitoring its progress lies with the focal department or
office concerned’’. These two quoted provisions are highlighted in the
annual progress report on the implementation of the reform agenda of
March 2006.43 The reform agenda also highlights the improvement of
the human resources strategy, where a ‘‘new performance management
system clearly defines staff responsibilities and accountabilities in an an-
nual work plan agreed between staff and managers’’.44 A dedicated ADB
website on the reform agenda, containing information and progress re-
ports, was launched in 2004 to facilitate communication with stake-
holders.45 Through the reform agenda, the ADB is actively pursuing
automatic disclosure of information on its website for communication
with its external stakeholders.

Demands for MDB accountability mechanisms to
address citizen-based grievances

The examples above illustrate the changes in the ADB to be more inclu-
sive of the needs of external stakeholders – project beneficiaries, pressure
groups, affected communities and civil society at large – in its lending op-
erations. This is still short of various calls and proposals, ranging from
one extreme of cessation of lending activities (the role of the World
Bank and regional development banks in lending operations should
be significantly reduced and focused more on technical assistance, as
recommended by the Meltzer Commission) to the other extreme of an
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organization engaged in ‘‘deliberative decision-making’’46 to democra-
tize, pluralize and gain legitimacy. However, given the structure of
MDBs and their weighted voting power according to the share subscrip-
tion of their member states, the ground reality is that decision-making in
most cases is led by their most powerful member states.47 With the issu-
ance of the Morse Commission Report (described below) and the Wa-
penhans Report,48 there was a change in the global decision-making
process at the World Bank, with pressure mounted by NGOs in pro-
posals for an independent mechanism to allow adversely affected people
to air their grievances on World Bank-assisted projects.49

The first MDB accountability mechanism and rippling effects on
other MDBs

In 1991, for the first time in the operations of any MDB, the World Bank
established a panel of outside experts (the Morse Commission) to review
its Sardar Sarovar projects in India. The Commission was lauded for its
well-documented investigation and clear analysis of the Sardar Sarovar
projects, which involved construction of a large concrete dam and were
expected to cause major environmental impacts and resettlement of
about 70,000 people (this figure has at least trebled, according to a 2003
report by Environmental Defense, Friends of the Earth and International
Rivers Network50). This Commission found that the ‘‘problems besetting
the Sardar Sarovar Projects are more the rule than the exception to reset-
tlement operations supported by the Bank in India’’.51 The government
of India as the borrower cancelled the remaining portion of the World
Bank loan in 1993. The Sardar Sarovar projects continue to be a cause
célèbre of World Bank responsibility for social hardship and economic
and ecological damages resulting from its projects, due to its role in the
crucial initial phases of the projects.52 The Morse Commission turned
out to be a catalyst in setting the tone and prototype for establishing the
World Bank Inspection Panel in 1993 and other accountability mecha-
nisms in other MDBs. The ripple effect of the global decision-making
process in having the same major shareholders in each MDB also re-
sulted in the creation of other MDB accountability mechanisms. The
IDB had its independent investigation mechanism one year later in
1994, followed by the ADB’s inspection function in 1995 (replaced by
the ADB accountability mechanism in 2003) and the creation of the
IFC/MIGA’s Compliance/Advisor Ombudsman (CAO) in 1999, the
EBRD’s independent recourse mechanism in 2003 (operationalized in
2004) and the AfDB’s independent review mechanism (established in
2004 and effective in early 2006).53
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The ADB accountability mechanism: Review process leading
to the new system

This chapter will not go into the working details, or the efficacy, of the
new ADB accountability mechanism; the full impact of this mechanism –
through views from various stakeholders, including the ADB, project
affectees who have used the mechanism, potential claimants using the
mechanism, NGOs which serve as watchdogs to check on how the ADB
responds to institutional and staff accountability, and ADB member
countries – can be known in several ways, including a review of the
policy.54 Rather, the focus is to highlight the process by which the new
mechanism came into place as a result of extensive internal and external
consultations, and to show the contributions made in providing a system
that is more responsive to the needs of people affected by ADB-assisted
projects than the former inspection function, which the new system re-
placed. The inspection function process and procedures were lengthy,
confusing and complex for most stakeholders, both inside and outside
the ADB. The first full inspection of the Samut Prakarn Wastewater
Management Project in Thailand also raised concerns about independ-
ence, credibility, transparency and information dissemination, and effec-
tiveness of the inspection function.55 This upfronting of the inspection
function review set the tone for a meaningful consultation process. The
review process was both internal (involving the ADB board of directors,
management and staff at headquarters and in country offices) and exter-
nal (representatives from the governments in both donor and developing
member countries (DMCs), civil society including NGOs, academe, proj-
ect affectees under previous inspection requests, roster members under
the previous inspection function and the private sector). The external
participants numbered 300. The consultations were held in 10 venues,
spread over ADB member countries for maximum coverage, over a
four-month period in 2002. The process involved discussions on the first
draft of the working paper, followed by a second draft which was used as
a basis to prepare the final report. The first draft of the working paper
was discussed in Tokyo, Frankfurt, Washington, DC, Ottawa, in Manila
at a regional workshop for ADB DMCs and in Karachi at a special con-
sultation workshop for NGOs and requesters involved in a project which
went through the inspection process. The second draft was discussed in
Phnom Penh, Kathmandu, Beijing and Sydney at subregional workshops
for ADB DMCs for enhanced inputs. The consultations were carried out
with the ADB’s engagement of two civil society experts with experience
on MDB accountability mechanisms.56 E-mail comments were main-
tained during the process, with a dedicated e-mail address on the ADB
website.
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The ADB financed the cost of travel and accommodation for DMC
participants – one government representative and one civil society repre-
sentative from each country for the Manila workshop; and two govern-
ment representatives and two civil society representatives from each
country for the subregional workshops. The ADB translated documents
in local languages (Urdu and Sinhalese),57 hired translators and fielded
facilitators at the workshops. The ADB also paid for selected project-
affected people who went through the inspection process to attend the
workshops. Overall the consultations were fruitful, though not every
group got what it wanted. The transcripts, working papers produced and
comments received during the review process are all documented on the
ADB website,58 with transparency as the foremost consideration. The in-
spection function review took about a year and a half from October 2001,
when a steering committee supported by a working group were set up to
carry out the review, to May 2003, when the board of directors approved
the policy. The review process was long but the results gained were com-
mendable. The most significant comment on the process can be summed
up by a letter from 10 NGOs to the ADB President of 29 August 2002
saying that ‘‘while there are areas that can definitely be improved, this re-
view process is perhaps the best that the Bank has ever conducted. We
would like to encourage you to make this the minimum standard for
future Bank consultations on policy development and reviews.’’59 The
ADB received accolades from several major advocacy groups for show-
ing ‘‘strong leadership when it established the Accountability Mechanism
and included elements – such as monitoring – that improved upon fea-
tures of other International Financial Institutions’ accountability pan-
els’’.60 The ADB used a similar consultation review process internally
and externally in revising its information policy and disclosure policy
into the public communications policy.61 This review process took two
years, from the establishment of the screening committee in May 2003 to
board approval of the final policy paper in April 2005, and a lesson
learned is that it does take time and resources to carry out a meaningful
consultative process.

The ADB accountability mechanism and emerging trends and
challenges in MDB accountability mechanisms

Six significant contributions from the inspection function review process
were made the cornerstones of the accountability mechanism policy: a
dual approach of a problem-solving/consultation phase followed by a
compliance review/investigation phase; the policy was extended to cover
private sector operations; the replacement of a roster of experts by a per-
manent three-member Compliance Review Panel to investigate requests;
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the opportunity given to a requester filing a request for a compliance re-
view to comment on the Compliance Review Panel’s draft report before
it is finalized by the Panel (in the inspection function and in other MDB
accountability mechanisms, no such right to due process is given); the
time for filing a claim extended from the so-called 95 per cent loan dis-
bursement limit to the issuance of the project completion report (typi-
cally one to two years from physical completion of a project); and the
introduction of a monitoring phase to review annually the outcomes of
the problem-solving and compliance review phases after management or
the board has made the decision. These contributions have also served as
yardsticks for improvements to MDBs and bilaterals that wish to estab-
lish or review their accountability mechanisms.

The ADB accountability mechanism has two related but separate
phases: problem-solving/consultation, followed by investigation/compli-
ance review. The problem-solving/consultation approach is to find a
solution using consensus-based methods, without attributing blame to any
party (borrower, private project sponsor or claimant).62 The investigation/
compliance review phase investigates the compliance review request and
determines fault – on the part of ADB management – if there is a viola-
tion of ADB operational policies and procedures, as well as making rec-
ommendations to the board of directors to ensure project compliance, for
the board to decide on remedial actions.

The ADB accountability mechanism is the first MDB mechanism for-
mulating and introducing this dual approach, where private individuals
can file claims for problem-solving followed by requests for compliance
review.63 The IFC/MIGA’s CAO has a triple function of compliance
audit, advisory and ombudsman (problem-solving), and the compliance
audit may be triggered by the CAO if compliance issues are raised or un-
covered during the course of the ombudsman assessment of the com-
plaint. This dual approach has been emulated with various shades and
nuances by other MDB accountability mechanisms at the EBRD, AfDB
and in the IDB’s proposals to enhance its independent investigation
mechanism.64 The approach has also been taken on board by the
accountability mechanism systems at other development institutions,
including the Japan Bank for International Cooperation (JBIC) (‘‘Proce-
dures to Submit Objections concerning JBIC Guidelines for Confirma-
tion of Environmental and Social Considerations’’), Japan International
Cooperation Agency (JICA) (‘‘Modus Operandi of the Objection System
regarding Compliance with JICA Guidelines for Environmental and So-
cial Considerations’’) and Overseas Private Investment Corporation
USA (accountability and advisory mechanism).

The accountability mechanism covers both private and public sector
operations. Under the previous system, private sector operations were
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excluded. The compliance review phase of the ADB accountability mech-
anism is carried out by a permanent three-member panel instead of a ros-
ter of experts, as was the case in the previous system. This roster of
experts did not work well; in its place, a permanent panel (each member
serving a fixed term, appointed by and reporting to the board, independ-
ent from management and with an absolute employment bar with the
organization after completion of the term) would be more knowledge-
able about the institution and able to make the panel more accessible to
potential requesters. In the ADB accountability mechanism, claimants
are given a stronger voice than under the previous system. They are
given due process, with the opportunity to have their views recorded dur-
ing the investigation process and not be shut out of the equation and
have a long wait in the tunnel before knowing the decision from the
board of directors. They can file claims in any official or national lan-
guage of ADB DMCs.
Confidentiality of the claimants’ names is provided if requested. Also,

the claimants’ responses are posted on the Compliance Review Panel
website as attachments to the Panel’s final report, together with ADB
management’s response. This equality of treatment of both entities –
ADB management and private individuals as requesters – means that
both are treated on an equal footing in having the same opportunity and
right to respond to the Panel’s draft report.
The cut-off point for filing a claim under the new system has now been

extended to issuance of the project completion report, which is typically
one to two years after physical completion of the project. The World
Bank and IDB accountability systems and the ADB’s former inspection
function did not allow claims to be filed for completed projects or for
projects where at least 95 per cent of the loan financing was disbursed
(the so-called 95 per cent disbursement limit of the World Bank Inspec-
tion Panel). The question of accountability is independent of the status of
the project administration or the amount of the loan proceeds disbursed,
and so the cut-off point is at best arbitrary and susceptible to manipula-
tion. The replacement of the 95 per cent disbursement limit by the issu-
ance of the project completion report reflects a willingness to be more
accountable in terms of the duration of the project, and has been used
by the accountability mechanism systems at the EBRD and AfDB. The
JBIC does not use the issuance of a project completion report as a cut-
off; its system allows claims to be filed up to completion of disbursement,
and after this event if the request refers to non-compliance with the mon-
itoring provisions of the JBIC’s Guidelines for Confirmation of Envir-
onmental and Social Considerations during the period the JBIC was
monitoring the project pursuant to these guidelines.
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The new system introduced the need for monitoring outcomes, which
was absent under the old system and in other MDB accountability sys-
tems at the World Bank and IDB. The need for monitoring is important,
as this ensures that the outcomes and project improvements decided by
the President or the board are indeed carried out. The monitoring of out-
comes is used in the accountability mechanisms at the AfDB, EBRD and
JBIC.

Under the ADB accountability mechanism, claims filed with the com-
pliance review phase must first go through the consultation phase in
view of the limited remedies under the compliance review, which may
not necessarily resolve the claimant’s immediate problems on the ground.
The board of directors in approving the accountability mechanism policy
also reserved a right for any board member in special cases to file a re-
quest for compliance review.

The experience of the ADB accountability mechanism is limited, given
the few claims received since its operations started in December 2003. As
of 5 October 2006 seven claims had been filed with the special project
facilitator who handles the consultation phase of the mechanism: three
have gone through the consultation process beyond the eligibility stage;
three were held ineligible by the special project facilitator; and one is at
the eligibility stage. To date only one complaint has gone through the full
process of the consultation phase,65 and one request has gone through
the full process of the compliance review phase.66

The special project facilitator reports to the President, and is indepen-
dent from ADB operations departments. The Panel is independent from
ADB management and reports to the board on all matters, except for
clearing its terms of reference on a compliance review and reviewing its
draft monitoring reports, where it reports to a board standing committee
– the Board Compliance Review Committee. Consistent with the trans-
parency objective of the accountability mechanism policy, many reports
– including the special project facilitator’s eligibility report, final report
and annual report, the Panel’s eligibility report, draft report and final re-
port in investigating claims, the Panel’s monitoring report and the Panel’s
annual report – are posted on the website.67

The Compliance Review Panel found one request under the Melamchi
Water Supply Project in Nepal ineligible, but it determined the request
under the Southern Transport Development Project in Sri Lanka eligible.
This project involved the construction of a 128 km highway linking Co-
lombo to Matara, the district capital of the south of Sri Lanka. The Panel
kept confidential the identities of 25 individual claimants, as the reques-
ters, the Joint Organization of the Affected Communities on Colombo-
Matara Highway, asked. The claims of the requesters stemmed from a
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change of highway trace for which required studies and consultations
were not properly done, and adverse effects including loss of homes and
livelihoods, damage to the environment and resettlement problems. The
Panel investigated the request, holding hearings and discussions with
various stakeholders, including the requesters and other project affectees,
and provided its draft report to ADB management and the requesters for
comments. The Panel took into account their responses in finalizing its
report, which was provided to the board along with the responses at-
tached to the Panel’s final report. After the board made its decision on
the Panel’s findings and recommendations, the Panel informed the re-
questers of the outcome of the decision and its report, together with the
responses of ADB management and the requesters, were all posted on
the Panel website.
The Panel determined that the ADB violated seven operational poli-

cies and procedures from project processing to implementation of the
Southern Transport Development Project: environmental considerations
in Bank operations; gender and development in Bank operations; benefit
monitoring and evaluation; formulation and implementation of loan cov-
enants; incorporation of social dimensions in Bank operations; involun-
tary resettlement; and change in project scope or implementation
arrangements. The Panel made 19 recommendations to ensure project
compliance, which the board approved. These recommendations in-
cluded compensating affected persons fully before they are moved; assist-
ing in the income restoration programme and the establishment of
household benchmarks in the resettlement implementation plan; ensur-
ing full project information, especially essential elements in the resettle-
ment implementation plan, is provided in an appropriate language to
each affected household; and reviewing selected road projects to see to
how changes of scope may make the application of environmental and re-
settlement policies difficult. The Panel is presently monitoring ADB man-
agement’s work on the remedial actions. The monitoring is done at least
annually, usually for a period of five years unless the board specifies a dif-
ferent timetable. The Panel’s first annual monitoring report of August
2006 reported the progress made by ADB management in complying
with the recommendations and the Panel’s determination on the compli-
ance status (complied with, not complied with or partially complied
with). This report is also posted on the Panel website and was provided
to the requesters.
Additionally, in 2004 the board tasked the Compliance Review Panel

to monitor ADB management’s implementation of the remedial actions
in the board decision on the inspection request of the Chashma Right
Bank Irrigation Project Stage III in Pakistan. This request was investi-
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gated under the previous inspection function. The Panel has been carry-
ing out this monitoring mandate annually, and as frequently as needed.

The road ahead for accountability, including MDB
accountability mechanisms

At the ADB progress has been made to enhance accountability, as indi-
cated by the measures outlined above. Recent developments such as the
enhancement of the OED’s independence, reports and evaluations, and
its monitoring of management’s actions on OED recommendations will
continue to be a challenge. The ongoing ADB reform agenda is a clear
instance where responsibility and accountability issues are squarely
looked at. There will be tensions – internal and external – on harmoniza-
tion, use of country systems and other areas, but viewed from an account-
ability perspective, the need for transparency is paramount to ensure that
decision-making processes involve the participation of external stake-
holders. Citizen-based grievance mechanisms are a critical aspect of ac-
countability. That the window of access has been opened to individuals
by the creation of any MDB accountability mechanism is groundbreaking
– for the first time, citizens are given a voice and an opportunity to par-
ticipate in the decision-making processes of an international organization
which consists of member states and to which individuals are not parties
even though they are project beneficiaries. There is no perfect fit of the
‘‘best’’ MDB accountability mechanism in terms of being most responsive
to citizens. Various mechanisms are in place today, and with the same set
of donors in each MDB driving the agenda for enhanced accountability,
it may be surprising that no attempt is made to harmonize the account-
ability systems and rationalize donor activities to make these systems as
cost-effective as possible under the Paris Declaration on Aid Effective-
ness of March 2005. However, with the proliferation of various MDB
accountability mechanisms, forum shopping, frowned upon in some com-
mon law jurisdictions, appears to be open for potential requesters to use
the systems they think can best address their claims. The principal offi-
cers of MDB accountability mechanisms and related development institu-
tions, including the Japan Bank for International Cooperation and
Overseas Private Investment Corporation USA, have been meeting an-
nually since 2003. They discuss and share experiences under their mech-
anisms and exchange views on matters of common interest, including
improving the implementation of their mechanisms.

There are, however, limitations on any MDB accountability mecha-
nism. These mechanisms serve as internal governance tools, independent

IMPROVING ACCOUNTABILITY AT THE ADB 319



of local jurisdiction, from which the ADB and other MDBs are immune,
to enhance development effectiveness and ensure project compliance.
They are not adjudicative and do not provide judicial remedies such as
damages or injunctions. The remit of the accountability mechanism is
limited, in that the Panel’s investigative work is confined to institutional
accountability and not individuals and does not include staff sanction,
which is within the purview of the President. Yet broader questions re-
main on institutional responsibility for harm and damages resulting from
policy violation, and staff sanctions for those not complying with institu-
tional policies and procedures. Civil society concerns have been ex-
pressed on whether staff responsible for planning and implementing
problematic projects should be rewarded with promotions or be sanc-
tioned, since the ADB, like any other MDB, is a public institution com-
mitted to ‘‘improving the welfare of the people in Asia and the Pacific’’,
and must be accountable to these people and its ‘‘rhetoric must match its
actions on the ground’’.68
The dictates of accountability of an international organization are that

the accountability is a multifaceted phenomenon, with the grounded real-
ity that ‘‘the ultimate decision to raise and effectively implement account-
ability will always remain a political one’’.69 With this reality check, the
door of access, once opened, cannot be closed; it can only be opened fur-
ther with improvements and enhanced accountability of international or-
ganizations. The institution can incorporate and feed back the lessons
learned under the accountability mechanism into the organization’s de-
velopment effectiveness, and take steps to promote accountability within
the institution and among staff.
A spin-off from this momentum on calls for accountability in interna-

tional organizations is that pressure is now on accountability from vari-
ous other entities, including NGOs and financial institutions adopting
the Equator Principles (EPFIs),70 to be accountable for their operations
to project beneficiaries. In the case of NGOs, Oxfam has set up a pilot
complaint mechanism for beneficiaries at local levels, and there is a grow-
ing movement for development NGOs to set up complaint mechanisms
for beneficiaries. Similarly, in the case of EPFIs applying the Equator
Principles in addressing environmental and social issues in project financ-
ing operations of $10 million or more, there is growing pressure for them
to be subject to an independent third-party appraisal for compliance in
their conduct with local communities adversely affected by their projects.
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Conclusion

Michael Ross Fowler and Sumihiro Kuyama

Various of the contributors to this volume noted that, here at the be-
ginning of a new millennium, people across the globe hope, and some
expect, that the UN organizations can play a key role in helping
international society to overcome or better manage the world’s many dif-
ficulties. Reflective of that public sentiment, the Member States continue
to assign the Organization an ever-longer list of tasks, some critically im-
portant, others less so, but all of them requiring energy and resources to
undertake. And yet the longstanding questions that have continuously
been raised about the efficiency and effectiveness with which the United
Nations must function have by no means dissipated.

Within this context the term accountability has come to be employed
much more frequently at the United Nations than in past eras. One finds
increasing references to accountability in speeches and reports by the
Secretary-General, in General Assembly debates and resolutions, and in
analyses of the Organization by leading institutes1 and academia. The
concern that has concentrated much thinking at and about the United
Nations in recent years is that neither governments nor their key domes-
tic constituencies are likely to continue to support an organization that is
unaccountable for its actions.

While all this is reasonably clear, one may wonder why exactly the
subject of accountability in the UN system has suddenly captured the at-
tention of so many. Part of the answer may be that scholars and policy-
makers have increasingly attended to the subject of global governance –
that is, ‘‘the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and
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private, manage their common affairs’’.2 Anne-Marie Slaughter wrote,
‘‘As the bipolar state system of the Cold War disappeared and nonstate,
substate, and supranational actors rode the tide of globalization, pundits
and many scholars began heralding the era of complex, multilevel, global
governance . . . ’’3
Actually, with the end of the Cold War a heightened attention to ac-

countability has surfaced in many different contexts. At just the time
that processes of globalization have come to pose new challenges for
those attempting to address collectively problems that transcend state
boundaries, people have come to analyse more rigorously modes of inter-
national problem-solving, enquiring as to how different interests might
better be reconciled through structures and regimes, norms and laws.
This has brought to the forefront of discussion issues of the accountabil-
ity of key pieces of global governance. Besides UN organizations, the
issue has arisen with respect to other international organizations, such as
multilateral development banks, the Group of 8, government networks
and prominent non-governmental organizations.4 As Koji Fukuda wrote
in this volume, ‘‘Accountability can be viewed as an important method of
attaining good governance and ensuring governmental objectives are
reached.’’
One might also note that various trends in the activities of the United

Nations have themselves brought a spotlight of public scrutiny to ac-
countability concerns. The introduction of far-ranging objectives, such as
those found in the Millennium Development Goals, has both raised ex-
pectations and provided a yardstick by which to measure UN activities.
In addition, the extraordinary expansion of peacekeeping operations,
with military units at work in dangerous circumstances under various
chains of command, has raised concerns about how they might be
brought to account. Furthermore, as Edward Luck pointed out, ‘‘poten-
tial troop-contributing countries are asking pointed questions about who
will be accountable for any lapses in oversight, communications, mission
planning or adjustment to changing circumstances on the ground’’.
The Organization’s involvement in extensive disaster management op-

erations, detailed by Tadanori Inomata in chapter 6, and the develop-
ment cooperation, humanitarian emergencies and peacebuilding field
operations referenced by Kazuo Takahashi in chapter 11 have had the
similar effect of bringing attention to accountability. As Takahashi
pointed out, when, for example, Cambodia was flooded with 20,000
people associated with UN peacebuilding or when Bosnia and Herzego-
vina absorbed more than 40,000, the question of accountability must have
been addressed with respect to these immense operations and the new
and emerging structures that accompanied them. By the same token, as
Inomata pointed out, the UN work in environmental matters is so multi-
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faceted that fully 27 ‘‘mechanisms’’ have been created simply to coordi-
nate all of the diverse organizations working in the multitude of existing
programmes, frameworks and conventions. With so many at work on
common problems and with administrators striving to overcome dupli-
cated or overlapping responsibilities, issues of accountability can quickly
become quite murky, leaving observers ill at ease.

In trying to determine why accountability has suddenly come to the
forefront of concerns about the United Nations, one might also note
that UN programmes are no longer being carried out solely by UN-
associated employees or actors, but increasingly encompass independent
actors of various sorts. This is seen as part of the trend towards, as Tat-
suro Kunugi described, the ‘‘multi-stakeholder partnerships’’ in the pub-
lic sphere of governance, and this has played an important part in the
increased focus on accountability as well. Actually, various of the compo-
nent parts of the United Nations, including the Office of the UN High
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), have partnered with numerous
non-governmental organizations to provide a vast array of services, rang-
ing from emergency relief to child and refugee protection.5 As part-
nerships with other entities become more frequent, attention is drawn
to these ever-more-complex arrangements and how the entities that
the United Nations contracts or otherwise works with might be held
accountable.

In the earlier decades of the Organization’s operations, when the prin-
ciple of article 2(7)6 had rarely been questioned, when the ongoing Cold
War frequently inhibited cooperation and when the United Nations was a
smaller operation, with a more manageable roster of Member States and
a far lesser set of ongoing activities, accountability garnered much less at-
tention. Now, however, in an era marked by increasing interdependence
and globalization, the typical view is that legal and moral constraints on
intervention by international organizations in the affairs of sovereign
states are coming to be rather outmoded, especially in light of the world’s
many pressing needs for peace, democracy and human rights.7 Kunugi
argued that in the post–Cold War era the concept of legitimacy has
shifted away from traditional criteria, such as law, towards ‘‘the core
characteristics of democratic governance, e.g. respect for human rights,
popular participation, informed consent, transparency and accountability
of the exercise of power’’. While the newly interventionist behaviour
characteristic of the period in which we live has had certain positive mo-
tivations related to building, stabilizing and improving the functioning of
states,8 it has also raised concerns about the abusive exercise of powers.
This, too, has put accountability on the political map as never before.

Finally, as a vital pre-condition to resolving or ameliorating the global
problems and challenges of the twenty-first century, the many entities
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that find a place under the UN umbrella must themselves improve their
efficiency and effectiveness. As the UN budget has soared ever higher,9
as more resources have been engaged and more activities undertaken, as
the world has come to be more interdependent and the business and au-
thority of international organizations have seemingly increased, account-
ability issues have grown more and more important. Edward Luck
noted, ‘‘At a point when the United Nations is coming to play an increas-
ingly ubiquitous and even indispensable role in addressing critical public
policy challenges, its persistent accountability deficits threaten to under-
mine the prospects for sustained and effective international cooperation
when it is most needed [and] accountability – or more often the lack of
it – has become a pervasive and central challenge to UN reformers.’’
And yet there exists some mistrust between various Member States over
the issue of accountability and, especially, the policy implications and
consequences of the increasing focus on the term. This is exacerbated by
‘‘the apparent absence of a strong sense of political community at the
global level’’, in the words of Jochen Prantl. In order to arrive at useful
recommendations for reform, it is thus important to illuminate the con-
tours of accountability as it relates to the United Nations, with a view to
arriving at common ground, identifying cardinal issues for further analy-
sis and formulating an initial set of proposals, if only tentative ones.
As mentioned in the introduction, this volume has emerged from the

further reflections of the participants at the Tokyo Symposium on Ac-
countability, hosted by the United Nations University (UNU) in the fall
of 2006. In this conclusion we distil certain of the lessons suggested by
this diverse group of scholars and practitioners in their reflections on
UN accountability, highlighting some of the most salient points and key
themes that emerged in the foregoing chapters.

The concept of accountability in the UN context

When a diverse group comes together to analyse a complex and under-
studied subject, particularly when the scholars hail from various different
countries, speak several different first languages and are trained in differ-
ent intellectual traditions, carefully defining terms takes on added impor-
tance. Since it is difficult to advance cogent reform proposals when core
ideas are glossed over in ambiguous or over-broad language, the Tokyo
participants took pains to explore whether a common approach to
accountability, including its definition, is feasible in the UN context. In
other words, in the light of divergent views and perspectives on an array
of issues related to accountability, no a priori common approach was
taken to the term’s definition. Instead, the matter was left to each author

330 MICHAEL ROSS FOWLER AND SUMIHIRO KUYAMA



to present on the basis of his or her own perspective, coloured, no doubt,
by their different academic disciplines and experiences. Nevertheless,
among the contributors a basic convergence did eventually emerge on
matters related to the concept of accountability.

First, as Edward Luck noted, ‘‘Few concepts have been invoked with
greater frequency or less precision around the United Nations in recent
times than accountability.’’ Despite repeated use of the term, account-
ability is a sufficiently elusive concept that views and opinions on it fre-
quently diverge. The contributors to this volume generally agreed that,
since UN accountability is a topic capable of a wide variety of interpreta-
tions – some narrowly focused, others more sweeping in scope – the com-
munity of international organization scholars and practitioners would
benefit from forging an early consensus on what the phrase might best
be taken to mean under the particular circumstances of the United
Nations. A number of contributors further emphasized that how the
term is defined bears directly on that cardinal question: who is account-
able to whom, and for what?

Second, numerous contributions provided a wealth of evidence on how
the subject of accountability is much more complicated in the UN context
than is generally perceived. Not only is the UN system immense in its size
and the scope of its activities, but it is both fragmented and very multi-
dimensional in containing a number of distinct power centres, including
the Member States or the legislative organs (particularly the Secu-
rity Council and General Assembly), the Secretariat (including the
Secretary-General atop the Secretariat) and the specialized agencies.
Then, of fundamental importance for grasping properly the concept of
accountability in the UN context, the framers of the Charter and the gov-
ernment representatives who adopted it acknowledged an authority of
‘‘the peoples of the United Nations’’. It is far from obvious how the dif-
ferent pieces of the UN system interact, and to whom and how account-
ability ought to flow under different circumstances.

Third, within the chapters of this volume elements of a common defini-
tion of accountability clearly emerge. For instance, many of the contribu-
tors focused on authorization: namely, when an individual, group or
organization is entrusted with some financial, human or other resources,
that individual, group or organization ought subsequently to give an ac-
count of the use (or non-use) of the resources. One important dimension
of this is, as Koji Fukuda pointed out, that the definitions of accountabil-
ity ‘‘all have the ‘principal-agent relationship’ in common’’. That is, the
agent to whom the power is delegated has a responsibility to justify deci-
sions and actions to the principal.

Furthermore, many of the contributors discussed the relationship
between responsibility and accountability. Apart from what we have
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already noted in the introduction (see, for instance, the discussion by
Kyoji Kawasaki), Michael Fowler stated, ‘‘At core, responsibility in pub-
lic affairs involves the direct or indirect assignment and the consequent
acceptance of particular tasks. Accountability focuses on the evaluation
of those tasks: the manner in which they have been executed over a par-
ticular time period.’’ Fowler concluded, ‘‘for an entity to be seen as prop-
erly accountable, duties must be defined, an adequate accounting to an
appropriate body must occur, the results of the external evaluation must
be communicated effectively to the entity being evaluated and the assess-
ment must then be absorbed and, ideally, acted upon in some productive
manner’’. However, the many contributors who referred to an account-
ability ‘‘gap’’ or ‘‘deficit’’ at the United Nations argued that, within this
complex system, accountability ‘‘holdees’’ have often failed to assess
carefully what has occurred. Perhaps even less frequently have they com-
municated a comprehensible critique to accountability ‘‘holders’’.10
A number of the contributors focus on problems of accountability at

the United Nations through the lens of a developing problem in legiti-
macy: that is, as Jochen Prantl wrote, ‘‘the justification of legal and polit-
ical authority exercised by an international institution through its
procedures (or input) and output’’. Edith Brown Weiss, Peter Lallas and
Anna Herken declared, ‘‘There is broad consensus that institutions need
to be legitimate, both in the eyes of those who establish them and in the
eyes of those whom they serve or affect. Legitimacy is essential if people
are to accept the actions of institutions as valid and entitled to respect.
For institutions to be legitimate, they need to be accountable, both for
compliance with their policies and procedures and for the effectiveness
of their operations.’’ In this vein Tatsuo Sato (appendix I) likewise ob-
served, ‘‘it seems quite natural that the more the decisions of inter-
national organizations have serious implications for private persons in
national societies . . . the more they should be subject to the same stand-
ards of legitimacy required of national governments’’. Prantl wrote,
‘‘Legitimacy and accountability have become touchstones for the effec-
tive management of globalization and the regulation of conflicts arising
out of the asymmetries of power and influence, and the global distribu-
tion of wealth and welfare. They help to establish a wider perception of
justice and fairness in international society.’’
Prantl focused special attention on the ‘‘striking need to take better

advantage of flexible mechanisms and multiple forms of legitimacy and
accountability that we can see already in modern democracies’’. Since
participation has become a key aspect of international legitimacy, Prantl
contended that a ‘‘productive trade-off’’ needs to be found ‘‘between the
competing demands of inclusiveness, efficiency, informality, transparency
and accountability’’. In Prantl’s formulation, ‘‘Legitimacy and account-
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ability . . . constitute instrumental values that UN Member States need to
trade off against competing demands, such as efficiency or informality.
The balance between those demands is fluid and context-driven. It needs
to be struck on a case-by-case basis.’’ Most specifically, Prantl suggested
that the legitimacy of Security Council decision-making might be im-
proved, not merely through measures aimed at enhancing its efficiency
and transparency, but via informal consultations and informal groupings
of states.

The chapter authors were not in discord on the basic distinction be-
tween managerial accountability and political accountability, as laid out
in the introduction and elaborated, in particular, by Edward Luck in his
opening chapter.

Most fundamentally, enhancing managerial accountability at the
United Nations would involve doing a better job of holding those with
delegated authority accountable for the actions taken in accordance with
their delineated responsibilities. Here the focus would be upon how com-
petently and effectively programmes were managed. Given the existing
mandates or policy directives, was the delegated authority properly
executed or did problems emerge, for example, in the line-management
structure? Were the expected actions duly carried out and expected re-
sults accomplished, or were they not satisfactory; and if not, why not?
Managerial accountability would apply at all levels of the Organization,
from the executive heads, such as the Secretary-General, down to lower-
level managers and other staff members.

The various chapters then referenced examples of problematic mana-
gerial accountability from which lessons may be learned. Difficulties for
proper managerial accountability are due partly to the fact that resolu-
tions by the legislative organs are often stated in general and abstract
terms, rather than specific and actionable ones. In this context, Edward
Luck made pertinent remarks: ‘‘the intergovernmental bodies that pro-
duce the UN’s core mandates thrive on creative ambiguity, even vague-
ness, in the pursuit of convergence and consensus among the Member
States’’. A number of authors specifically mentioned the Oil-for-Food
Programme scandal and the problems found in numerous peacekeeping
operations, including those in Cambodia, Somalia, Rwanda and Bosnia.
In such cases the intra-organizational coordination and responsibility to
manage administrative matters properly were very much at issue. And,
the contributors concluded, the processes of sound managerial account-
ability often left much to be desired.

Political accountability, by contrast, focuses upon an organization’s
need to account for its behaviour to the constituencies and stakeholders
affected by its decisions, actions or inactions. Here the emphasis would
be on assessing what the Organization chose to do, or opted not to do.
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What mandates and policy directives were issued? What were their ra-
tionales? How did they relate to the basic purposes or mission objectives
of the Organization in light both of the Charter and the norms derived
from various endeavours, such as international conferences, that illumi-
nate the principles found therein? Political accountability would involve
exercises to scrutinize how UN decisions, and the actions or inactions
that followed, affected individuals, communities and, ultimately, ‘‘the
peoples of the United Nations’’.
Deficiencies in the political accountability of those in leadership posi-

tions, and especially the Security Council, absorbed the attention of vari-
ous contributors. As referred to already, in his chapter Jochen Prantl
focused especially on how working methods and procedures might best
be adapted to the present era, with suggestions as to how to capitalize
upon informal consultations and informal groupings of states. For his
part, Edward Luck highlighted the issue of omissions to act as well as am-
biguities in the developing doctrine of a ‘‘responsibility to protect’’. He
observed: ‘‘What remains unclear . . . is who is responsible when the
United Nations and the so-called international community fail collec-
tively to uphold their side of the equation even in well-publicized situa-
tions of genocide, as in Darfur. The question of whether or how
international leaders and national decision-makers should be held ac-
countable for such failures of will has hardly entered the mainstream de-
bate, much less produced any convergence of views.’’
Several of the authors suggested that political accountability might be

enhanced if, to the extent possible, ‘‘relevant’’ stakeholders were much
more involved, directly or indirectly, in UN decision-making. The guiding
principle might be that those affected in major ways by a particular deci-
sion, programme or other UN action should be given some role in devis-
ing, or revising, the policies and mandates of the part of the United
Nations involved. The fact that, to date, they are not usually involved in
such a process at all points to a major shortcoming in the political ac-
countability of the United Nations. One important aspect of accountabil-
ity involves transparency, particularly for stakeholders, and here Kyoji
Kawasaki pointed not only to access to information and a ‘‘participatory
decision-making process’’, but to the international law principle of ‘‘stat-
ing the reasons for decisions or a particular course of action’’.
Mikoto Usui, in his commentary (see appendix I), pursued further the

issue of the interrelationship between political and managerial account-
ability. Organizations, he pointed out, are necessarily ‘‘Janus-faced’’ in
that they mix ‘‘politics’’ and ‘‘action programmes’’; politics consists ‘‘pri-
marily of talks and decisions that reflect the diverse demands and ideolo-
gies of its external stakeholders’’, whereas action programmes focus upon
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delivering promised products in as rational and efficient a manner as pos-
sible. It could be said that managerial and political accountability apply
to different facets of the operations of the Organization, and speak to dif-
ferent challenges that the Organization faces. And yet both must be en-
hanced in a concerted manner if the United Nations is to function more
efficiently and respond more effectively to the manifold challenges of the
twenty-first century. As Luck argued, ‘‘The distinction between what is
managerial and what is political is rarely clean cut. The United Nations
needs to do far better at both. It cannot move with assurance down either
path, moreover, without substantial progress on the other. This will re-
quire a degree of joint effort and mutual confidence between the Member
States and the Secretariat.’’

As alluded to in the introduction, devising policy directives or man-
dates is, de jure, a basic function of the legislative organs. Since, however,
it is often the practice that the Secretariat formulates policy options for
consideration by the legislative organs, devising a mandate is, de facto,
a joint endeavour. Furthermore, the legislative organs are expected
to oversee the secretariats as they carry out their managerial responsibil-
ities. Consequently, the legislative organs and the Secretariat have a
shared obligation to strengthen the accountability of the UN Organ-
ization. This underscores the need to treat political and managerial ac-
countability in a comprehensive manner in designing effective and
comprehensive UN reforms. In any event, the question of how to ensure
that political and managerial accountability act like the two halves of a
pair of scissors, working usefully together, is one of the topics identified
in appendix II as worthy of additional future study and considerations.

Routes towards enhanced accountability of the UN system

While the approaches of the various authors differed, depending among
other factors on their particular specialities and fields of expertise, a num-
ber of themes emerged as to where and how accountability might be en-
hanced in the UN system. Many authors underscored both the challenge
and the importance of better defining and articulating standards. Within
the complex political landscape of the United Nations, the benchmarks to
be used in bringing the distinct parts of the UN system to account have
not been as well defined as might be hoped, particularly with respect to
the more politicized dimensions of the Organization. Determining who
is responsible when the United Nations acts, or fails to act, in response
to situations of violence, humanitarian emergencies, human rights abuses
and the like can be quite vexing. Circumstances on the ground can
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change rapidly, as when political opportunities emerge for fleeting peri-
ods and then vanish. The United Nations can be simply one of a signifi-
cant number of actors, and complete resolution of the many problems
laid before different parts of the Organization may well be exceedingly
difficult to accomplish. In focusing especially on key development and se-
curity issues, Edward Luck noted ‘‘the UN’s modest role as one of many
actors in these fields, in which it often exercises relatively little control
over events and developments’’.
To enhance political accountability under such difficult circumstances,

Kyoji Kawasaki and Michael Fowler suggested that, in the first instance,
one might look to the words of the UN Charter, and in effect subject the
Organization to the Charter. However, both hastened to point out prob-
lems with this approach. Kawasaki noted, ‘‘if we look in detail into the
Charter provisions, we will find that the rights and obligations enumer-
ated there are directed to the Member States. In contrast, what the Char-
ter endows to the organs of the United Nations are functions and
powers.’’ Fowler pointed out: ‘‘throughout the Organization’s existence
differing ideologies and national interests have regularly pulled the Mem-
ber States towards pragmatic policies and away from the principled
behaviour, the notions of how international politics ought to work, de-
scribed in the Charter’’.
Similarly difficult problems afflict efforts to improve managerial ac-

countability. One theme that runs through many of the contributions is
that both results and performance need to be measured in a timely, de-
fined and broadly accepted manner. Here the United Nations has made
important first steps, but nonetheless has far to go. As part of what Hide-
aki Shiroyama characterized as ‘‘the backdrop of a worldwide wave of re-
form in management’’, in 1997 then Secretary-General Kofi Annan
introduced a new set of management reforms. This was eventually high-
lighted by the 2001 effort to move to results-based budgeting (RBB), with
an eye to better measurement of productivity and performance or results
within the UN system. However, Luck noted that RBB has not provided
an answer for problems of political accountability, has operated better in
certain policy sectors than others and has been a less than wholly satisfac-
tory answer ‘‘on core development issues and security issues of wide visi-
bility and high public concern’’. Shiroyama further observed, ‘‘The
determination of indicators is a difficult task even for a national adminis-
tration, but becomes even more complicated in the case of an interna-
tional organization, in which a variety of complex factors are involved.
There is no simple solution, but if international organizations are to be
managed as a system, then a concerted effort should be made to deter-
mine suitable evaluation indicators.’’ And, Shiroyama continued, ‘‘indi-
cators are frequently established hastily and without an essential
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understanding of the activities of the Organization, making evaluation in-
effective’’. Certainly, there still remains considerable work to be done in
this important area of managerial accountability.

In critically assessing managerial and political accountability at the
United Nations, various contributors agreed that no one-size-fits-all strat-
egy exists that would markedly enhance the accountability of all the UN
organizations. For one, the targets at which different parts of the UN sys-
tem aim can be quite different. Hence, as Edward Luck observed, ‘‘In an
organization as intrinsically political as the United Nations, it makes little
sense to employ standard management criteria for assessing whether it
has succeeded in carrying out those mandates that are highly political or
have a more aspirational or symbolic quality.’’ Furthermore, the forms
that the accountability of an international organization may take, coun-
selled Kyoji Kawasaki, may be legal, political, administrative or financial.
Tatsuo Sato added the thought that ‘‘Rules of accountability are not re-
stricted to positive law, [but] . . . include social customs, moral laws, insti-
tutional practices and political culture.’’

In trying to specify steps the United Nations might take to enhance the
Organization’s accountability to those whose projects it affects, Edith
Brown Weiss, Peter Lallas and Anna Herken urged the United Nations
to consider the advances made by the World Bank Inspection Panel.
They suggested that the United Nations, too, should create a forum in
which affected individuals and communities might voice their concerns
over projects and be confident that findings would then be reported to
decision-makers for consideration and action, whenever appropriate.
Brown Weiss, Lallas and Herken concluded:

it is important to establish such a body as structurally independent of manage-
ment and staff, and to give it the attributes of a high-level body within the insti-
tution. To gain the trust of all parties, it is important that the reports be
transparent, that the body communicates directly with those making the com-
plaints and returns to convey the results of the investigations to them, and that
panel members and staff are able at all times to operate impartially and objec-
tively. It is also important that the body is able to have access to all relevant
documents and be thorough in its work. Most importantly, it must have the
trust of all concerned.

While accountability processes will have to be tailored to the wide va-
riety of circumstances found within the different parts of the UN system,
certain fundamental factors aimed at enhancing accountability may be
drawn upon by multiple organizations. Drawing on the various contri-
butions to this volume, we thus turn next to the presentation of a pre-
liminary normative framework for strengthening UN accountability. We
are presenting such a framework with full recognition, as referred to
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repeatedly in this volume, that no one-size-fits-all solution to enhance ac-
countability will suit even part of the UN system, since different UN enti-
ties have distinctive functional, organizational, political, historical or
other special considerations. In other words, we do not deny the principle
that ‘‘legitimate difference . . . preserves diversity within a framework of a
specified degree of convergence’’, as advocated by Anne-Marie Slaugh-
ter.11 Nevertheless, we do hope that a normative framework, such as
that presented below, could eventually serve as a common ground for en-
hancing accountability within, and of, the UN system.

A normative framework for strengthening UN
accountability

In most cases, for any entity to be seen as properly accountable, a strate-
gic plan and measurable goals and objectives must be defined. Necessary
actions must be clearly identified, declaring who should carry out the
action and how much resources should be devoted to the effort to
achieve the goals. As Luck observed, ‘‘the mandate or policy task to be
undertaken must be defined, articulated and communicated with suffi-
cient clarity, precision and timeliness that all of the relevant players and
stakeholders have a clear and common understanding of what is being
undertaken’’.
Thereafter, progress should be monitored in relation to measurable

factors. Attention must be paid to how measurement and evaluation
ought to be conducted and then, in a timely and objective manner, criti-
cally assessed. And the results and performance must be communicated,
in due course, to pertinent stakeholders. Here, of course, who constitutes
a stakeholder may be an issue in dispute. While it may be suggested,
most simply, that those affected by UN actions constitute stakeholders,
agreement needs to be reached primarily on who are the relevant stake-
holders. Depending on the activity at issue, those who wish to join the
circle of participants acknowledged as relevant stakeholders and wel-
comed into discourse about an activity may encompass not simply certain
individuals, local communities or special groups (such as religious
groups), but any group or individuals, including civil society organiza-
tions, private sector entities (including multinational corporations) and
numerous non-governmental organizations and advocacy groups of vari-
ous sorts, who can affect or are affected by UN decisions and activities.12
Here the United Nations might usefully tap into the experiences of the
multilateral development banks. For instance, in his chapter on the Asian
Development Bank Suresh Nanwani noted that external (relevant) stake-
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holders are now conceived as including ‘‘project beneficiaries, pressure
groups, affected communities and civil society at large’’.

Within the Organization, critical evaluation needs to be conducted as
well. The assessment of results ought to be used to provide feedback for
the eventual improvement of future actions and performance. What
makes this especially challenging is that those the United Nations is try-
ing to help – including the poor, those in ill health, those displaced from
their homes and those vulnerable to violence or natural disasters – are
often precisely the stakeholders who are least able to communicate effec-
tively about UN actions. Hence considerable work may have to be de-
voted to eliciting the collective viewpoints of affected constituencies.

Finally, something productive must happen at the end of the account-
ability process. Not just sanctions, but more importantly incentives must
be incorporated in the accountability process, to work towards ensuring
not only avoidance of replication of past errors but also better actions
and performance in the future. But this is difficult at the international lev-
el, since the clear pathways by which people and institutions are brought
to account domestically may be much more obscure in the international
context. Edward Luck asked, ‘‘Are there rewards for good performance
and punishment for bad? Are there increments along the way? Who de-
termines these, and who is capable of carrying them out? . . . Neither pun-
ishment nor reward . . . comes easily or surely for the United Nations.’’

In sum, while by no means impossible to achieve, it will certainly be
challenging to incorporate these reform elements into UN operations. It
would thus be useful if broad agreement could be reached on central un-
derlying ideas. For instance, one step forward would be explicit endorse-
ment of the premise that if the failings of an organization – whether
misconceived strategies or faulty programme implementation – are
frankly confronted and rigorously scrutinized, with stakeholders in-
formed and involved, then, in the long run, the entity will be stronger
for it.

Based on these considerations, to facilitate the strengthening of UN ac-
countability as a whole it would be useful to establish a normative gen-
eral framework covering both managerial and political accountability.
Such a framework could encompass elements such as the following.
1. Formulation (or reformulation), by each organization, of a strategic

plan, which would include inter alia the following:
� articulation of quantitative and qualitative goals and objectives
� establishment of clear policy statements (tasks) or mandates on how
these goals and objectives are to be achieved, with indication of neces-
sary programmes

� anticipated accomplishments, including logical indicators that can be
used to measure achievement
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� identification of the key external factors that could affect achievement
of the goals.

2. Implementation of the programme, which would include performance
management and measurements based on a performance management
system.

3. Timely communication or reporting, coupled with enhanced trans-
parency, to the states and relevant non-state actors of the results,
outcomes or performance, which should be based on a systematic
evaluation of programme effectiveness in terms of achieving goals
and objectives, as well as managerial efficiency concerning implemen-
tation of mandated programmes.

4. Feedback from the recipients, including relevant stakeholders, on the
organization’s reports and other communications in point 3 above, as
inputs for point 5 below.

5. Development (decision-making) of new (or revised) policies or man-
dates, by fully taking into account evaluation findings and comments
(critiques) received, as the basis for the next new cycle of activities.
If properly managed, such a framework could be a continuous process

for improvement. In visual terms it could form a spiral, moving con-
stantly upwards, helping to bring about more relevant policies and man-
dates and better programme performance. All this may lead, in turn, to
greater effectiveness and efficiency of the UN organizations. However,
in order to realize this, a number of preconditions should be met, includ-
ing in particular a need to ensure that policies or mandates of the UN
organizations reflect, in one way or another, diverse views and interests
drawn from the international community as a whole. This is especially
necessary at the stage of the policy development process as well as at
the stage of feedback, through appropriate mechanisms to be established
or strengthened, together with identification, in particular, of the relevant
stakeholders in the respective fields or issues concerned.
Beyond this, since the legislative organs must be involved and must

eventually give their blessing to the principles and guidelines embodied
in such a framework and give the directives needed to operationalize it,
some possible mistrust between Member States over the perception of
accountability and ensuing policy implications and consequences must
be overcome.

To conclude

More than six decades after the founding of the United Nations, obser-
vers continue to ask exactly how it is accountable for what it does. As
Jochen Prantl noted, ‘‘Enhancing the legitimacy and accountability of the
UN system has become a key concern in the discussion of how to adapt
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the world organization to the challenges of the twenty-first century. It is
also part and parcel of a wider debate about the development of interna-
tional norms and procedures for the good governance of globalization.’’
Focusing on the problems of the United Nations in particular, former
Secretary-General Kofi Annan noted, ‘‘A key ingredient of any success-
ful organization is an ethical and accountable culture pervading its staff
from top to bottom.’’13 Opinion polls suggest that ‘‘we the peoples’’
often approve of multilateral action within the UN framework, as op-
posed to unilateral or allied or regional undertakings, but a significant
number doubt that the Organization is sufficiently accountable, and
hence they question the wisdom of devoting more of their resources to it.

Enhanced accountability thus amounts to a cardinal objective for
the United Nations at the start of the twenty-first century. As Hirohide
Takikawa emphasized, ‘‘accountability mechanisms may ensure that
those exercising power comply with authorized rules, guarding against
the abuse of power. The process of giving an account can check the activ-
ities and decisions of those in power. More importantly, merely anticipat-
ing giving an account can help prevent the abuse of power.’’ The problem
is not that the United Nations has been completely oblivious to the need
for better accountability. Notable institutional developments have in-
cluded the creation of the Ethics Office and strengthening oversight
mechanisms. Procedural advances have encompassed enhanced over-
sight, whistleblower protection, financial disclosure measures and post-
employment restrictions on UN officials. Nevertheless, the problem is
broad in scope, and the measures taken to date have neither met the
problem nor allayed public concerns in a sufficient manner.

Indeed, as UN undertakings have become ever more ambitious, have
involved more and more actors and have aimed to play an ever more sig-
nificant role in the lives that they affect, the lack of clear accountability
for UN actions has become a source of grave concern. Perceptions of
UN relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and credibility are closely related
to accountability. The Organization is unlikely to receive the resources
necessary to carry out its ambitious programmes and projects so long as
its accountability is seen as deficient. Only when the accountability of UN
organizations is enhanced can we become confident that their perfor-
mance will not further deteriorate and that they will play an effective
key role in global governance in the years ahead.
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Appendix I

Commentaries made at the
United Nations University Tokyo
Symposium on Accountability

Tetsuo Sato, Mariko Shoji and Mikoto Usui

At the Tokyo Symposium on Accountability hosted by the United Na-
tions University at UN House on 16–17 October 2006, several scholars
were asked to comment on the papers that formed the original basis for
the chapters in this volume. Accordingly, the commentaries made by
these discussants are reproduced below as a part of the contributions to
this volume. The discussants were asked to comment on particular groups
of papers divided by the different parts of the book. The fourth discus-
sant was Sumihiro Kuyama, whose observations have now been incorpo-
rated into the introduction and conclusion to this book.

Commentary: General analysis of accountability in the
UN context

Tetsuo Sato

Let me briefly explain the general background of the phenomenon [of ac-
countability], so that we can put the arguments by the authors in their
proper perspective.

While the legitimacy of domestic government has been a central
focus of political theory since the time of Hobbes and Locke, the legiti-
macy of international organizations has, until recently, received little at-
tention. There are two reasons for this discrepancy. Firstly, until recently,

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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international organizations have generally been so weak in terms of their
powers and influence that the issue of their legitimacy has barely come
up as a political problem. Secondly, to the extent that international or-
ganizations do influence the behavior of states, i.e. to the extent that we
can speak of international governance, their powers have generally been
self-imposed in the sense that they rest on the consent of the very states
to which they apply. While theories of legitimacy focus on the problem of
domination, the imposition of one will upon another, international organ-
izations are usually established by multilateral treaties, agreements
among Member States.
Logically speaking, the disappearance of these two reasons could be

considered to have brought the issue of legitimacy to the forefront of in-
ternational organization discourse. In addition, two new developments
are worthy of note.
Firstly, international organizations have begun to play a larger role,

particularly since the end of the Cold War, as is symbolized by the rein-
vigoration of the Security Council and the de facto compulsory jurisdic-
tion of the WTO dispute settlement mechanism. Secondly, because
international organizations are forced to adapt themselves to changing
international society, their activities sometimes step out of the original
agreement among Member States by having recourse to such concepts
as the doctrine of implied powers or the teleological interpretation of
their constituent instruments, as is evidenced by international legislation
by the Security Council under Chapter VII of theUNCharter regarding the
fight against international terrorism (Resolution 1373 (2001)) or the non-
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (Resolution 1540 (2004)).
I would like to add, however, a third point. The quality of the influence

exerted by international organizations has changed in the sense that their
decisions not only influence the behavior of States but also have serious
implications for private persons, legal persons such as companies and
corporations, and relevant industries in the domestic societies of the tar-
geted states. As Professor Prantl expressed it, the intrusiveness of inter-
national norms, adopted at the global level, affect[s] domestic debates on
how societies should organize themselves. Globalization and with it the
intrusiveness of international norms and transnational laws and regula-
tions have indeed started to concern and activate citizens. This is exem-
plified by the serious negative effect of economic sanctions imposed by
the Security Council, and the large-scale negative effect of infrastructure
projects financed by the World Bank.
Thus, it seems quite natural that the more the decisions of interna-

tional organizations have serious implications for private persons in na-
tional societies, just as they do for national governments, the more they
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should be subject to the same standards of legitimacy required of na-
tional governments. Hence, the issue of legitimacy-deficit or democratic
deficit has come to the forefront of international organizations. How-
ever, we have to distinguish between legitimacy-deficit and democratic
deficit because it is not easy to bring democratic mechanisms into the
framework of international organizations where the principle of sover-
eign equality usually prevails. Now let me move on to the chapters
and point out several important problems clarified and analyzed by the
contributors.

The first point is what is accountability? Here, Professor Takikawa
made an excellent analysis of the structure of accountability and the
process of responsibility. Frequently, the question of accountability is
presented as who should be accountable to whom for what? But, as Pro-
fessor Takikawa points out, accountable entities have an obligation to
account because rules stipulate them to do so. Rules are the most funda-
mental component in the structure of accountability because rules stipu-
late all other components. I think it quite important to keep this premise
explicit, as we tend to take it for granted and end up making our analysis
confusing. Rules of accountability are not restricted to positive law, and
include social customs, moral laws, institutional practices, and political
culture. When it comes to positive law, however, it becomes a question
of legal responsibility, as was treated by Professor Kawasaki. I would
say, however, while legal responsibility is a powerful mechanism of ac-
countability in general, it is relatively undeveloped in the case of interna-
tional organizations. In fact, Professor Kawasaki makes the observation
that at present, customary international law does not provide for suffi-
ciently clear rules which would oblige international organizations to ob-
serve standards of due process vis-à-vis individuals

The second point is to keep in mind that the United Nations system is
multi-dimensional. Professor Fowler is quite right in pointing out that the
question of accountability must be analyzed according to each different
aspect of the United Nations system such as the United Nations of the
Secretariat, the United Nations of the Security Council, the plenary
United Nations, and the United Nations system as a whole. Furthermore,
although these different United Nations are not mutually exclusive
bodies, they are often connected and intertwined in a complex manner.
Therefore, I would like to emphasize that we must always pay enough
attention to this entangled relationship among different United Nations
whenever we analyze the propriety of the accountability mechanisms cor-
responding to each aspect of the United Nations.

In this connection, Professor Fowler might have caught the essence
of the problem when he writes that: within this large and complex
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organization, composed of so many competing as well as cooperating
units of different sizes and shapes, there are few clear hierarchies, [and]
it is by no means always clear to whom accountability is owed, and that
rather than a tidy, carefully planned, systematic approach, the push and
pull of international politics has determined the extent to which particu-
lar parts of the UN were, or were not, brought to account.
The third and crucial point is the relationship among accountability,

democracy and effectiveness. I have the impression that we are in con-
sensus with regard to the preliminary point that there is no universally
applicable accountability mechanism, or no one-size-fits-all strategy to
make UN politics more legitimate and accountable, as was pointed out
by both Professor Takikawa and Professor Fowler. As a starting point
for discussing the relationship between accountability and democracy, I
would like to cite a paragraph by Professor Takikawa. He says:

accountability does not always go hand in hand with democracy. The relation
between accountability and democracy is much more complicated than typi-
cally supposed. On the one hand, accountable governance does not necessarily
presuppose democracy. Rather, accountability has been emphasized because of
the so-called democratic deficit.

On the other hand, accountability does rely on the idea of democracy. Democ-
racy is a system in which political legitimacy flows from the people. Any public
decisions must be ultimately justified to the people to acquire legitimacy.
[A]ccountability may enhance the legitimacy of decisions. Democracy as the le-
gitimacy principle requires accountability.

In other words, we can say that democratic accountability is drawn from the
principle of legitimacy.

Here one of the practical questions is how to coordinate frequently in-
compatible requirements of democratization, accountability and effec-
tiveness. As was pointed out by Professor Fowler, however defined,
democratization seems certain to imply the involvement of a greater
number of voices. It is difficult to see how adding multitudes of more or
less conflicting voices to those conceiving or implementing policies will
improve the efficiency of the policy-making process or its final product.
Thus, increased democratization or enhanced accountability could some-
times end up decreasing the effectiveness in achieving a certain purpose
for which the Organization was established.
Professor Prantl also states that legitimacy and accountability should

not be treated as absolute goods. They rather constitute instrumental
values that UN Member States need to trade off against competing
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demands such as efficiency or informality. The balance between those
demands is fluid and context-driven. It needs to be struck on a case-by-
case basis. And he says, here is a strong case for softening overly rigid
principles of international law in order to enhance the effectiveness of in-
ternational organizations. Thus, Professor Prantl, applying his idea to the
Security Council, concludes that the proliferation of informal groupings
of states in the post–Cold War era, [such as] contact groups, core groups,
groups of friends, can be explained as one important response to the ten-
sion resulting from those competing demands. However, I would like to
draw your attention to the fact that Professor Prantl also admits that:
these complementary functions of informal groups of states are, however,
contingent upon whether informal groups of states operate within the
objectives of the United Nations or whether they act on their own ac-
count. I would point out that, in other words, this mechanism primarily
depends on the good faith of these States and to that extent [is] fragile if
not unreliable.

Another relevant point is, as was pointed out by Professor Fowler,
when a sizeable percentage of the Member States are not themselves de-
mocracies, how can we bring elements of democratization within the
United Nations system? In other words, to whom is the United Nations
accountable? While the preamble of the UN Charter seems to assume
the existence of a global demos, that is the peoples, the United Nations
essentially is a global institution composed of Member States. It might
be wise if we follow the realistic advice of Professor Prantl as follows:
any discussion of how to enhance legitimacy and accountability of the
United Nations must take into account the limits of applying democratic
standards and best practices in the absence of a strong sense of political
community.

Another point is related to non-governmental organizations (NGOs).
One might suggest that building stronger links between civil society and
UN policy-making is of particular concern. Here, international institu-
tions must provide opportunities for the expression of voice. It is true
that NGOs might be used in some capacity to help to reflect the will of
the people in non-democratic states. However, as Professor Fowler cor-
rectly points out, NGOs have their own problems of accountability

A final point concerns the role of national parliaments. It is well known
(Professor Prantl) that foreign policy belongs to the most difficult areas
where democratic control, and with it legitimacy and accountability, can
be achieved at the national level. However, I also think and agree with
Professor Prantl that accountability in fact starts at home by, for exam-
ple, strengthening domestic procedures such as the enhanced involve-
ment of national parliaments in foreign policy-making. As I pointed out
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at the beginning, the quality of the influence exerted by international or-
ganizations has changed in the sense that the decisions of international
organizations now have serious implications for private persons. For pri-
vate persons, national parliaments are the primary mechanism through
which their interests are expected to be asserted and protected. These
key questions must be carried over to Part III: Political Accountability.

Commentary: Political accountability (democratic
accountability)

Mariko Shoji

In this short essay, I would like to focus upon the following three points:
(1) the possession of democracy in the world; (2) democracy and the
United Nations; and (3) questions for global democracy.
In the first place, I would like to make a short comment on the papers,

which are excellent and gave me so much inspiration. Professor Kazuo
Takahashi described how democracy is affected when an emphasis is put
on governance. And he analyzed three major components of democracy,
namely, participation, transparency and the rule of law. He mentioned
the autocratic nature of UN operational activity. His is interesting analy-
sis, and I was quite inspired. Tatsuro Kunugi suggested steps towards
multi-stakeholder partnerships for enhancing legitimacy and accountabil-
ity. He provides an ambitious idea, but a well-considered future vision.

The possession of democracy in the world

Both papers mentioned multiple actors in the world, such as nation
states, international organizations, civil society organizations, transna-
tional organizations and so on. Which, among all of these, has democratic
accountability? For both papers, non-governmental organizations are a
critical factor. Nevertheless, there is an important question as to whether
NGOs are the real representatives of global civil society. I think there is a
difference between the representatives of NGOs and the representatives
of civil society in the sense of the world people.

Democracy and the UN

Three categories describe the relationship between the UN and democ-
racy: (1) democracy in the UN as a deliberative body, (2) democracy of
the UN as an operational body, and (3) democracy by the UN as an ad-
visory body.
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Democracy in the UN as a deliberative body

In the United Nations system, there are many kinds of deliberative
bodies such as the United Nations General Assembly, the United Na-
tions Security Council, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) Board of
Governors, and the International Labour Conference of the Inter-
national Labour Organization (ILO). Each deliberative organ has its
specific decision-making system. The UN General Assembly has the
‘‘one state one vote’’ system. The UN Security Council has 15 Member
States. Five permanent members have veto power, but the other 10 non-
permanent Member States do not. The IMF Board of Governors has its
weighted voting system. Each Member shall have 250 votes plus one ad-
ditional vote for each part of its quota equivalent to 100,000 special draw-
ing rights.1 And, the International Labour Conference of the ILO has its
three composition system. Each Member State is represented by a dele-
gation consisting of two government delegates, an employer delegate, a
worker delegate, and their respective advisers. Every delegate has the
same rights, and all can express themselves freely and vote as they wish.
So it happens that worker and employer delegates sometimes vote
against their government’s representatives or against each other.2 Sover-
eign equality is not always an appropriate democratic procedure. In the
international society, there is variety among Member States in terms of
size, finance and population. We should seek the type of decision-making
procedure that is most appropriate for global democracy.

Democracy of the UN as an operational body

Professor Takahashi examined this precise point. The UN dispatches
many kinds of operational field activities, such as peacekeeping opera-
tions, humanitarian agencies and development cooperation. And, he ana-
lyzed rightly the three major components of democracy – participation,
transparency and rule of law.

Of course, the United Nations has some kind of political authority in
the world. But, that does not justify authoritarian intervention by the
UN in its operations. The UN operational activities are not for the staff,
but for the people the activities are designed to assist. The UN should not
intervene too authoritatively in the matters in question.

Democracy by the UN as an advisory body

In many cases, people in a post-conflict society do not understand the
concept of democracy. For peace-building activities, to teach people how
to freely express their will and participate in democratic elections are
very important things. There are great numbers of people who do not
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know the meaning of democracy. And, most of them cannot express their
free will.
For democracy, it is most important to express the free will of the

people not by forcible measures but by peaceful measures. At the post-
conflict stage, many scholars believe in the theory of democratic peace.
In the field of political science, after the Cold War, Michael Doyle3 and
Bruce Russett4 have become leading democratic peace theorists. Russett
explained ‘‘democratic peace’’ as follows: ‘‘The image of a world of
peaceful relations among democracies represents an extension of demo-
cratic politics within states generally, and of immediate interpersonal
relations.’’5
To attain a global democratic peace, however, there are some prob-

lems. A first problem is that democracy is not always a panacea for peace
for a society in conflict. A second problem lies in imposing democracy. I
would like to focus for a moment on democracy as a panacea for peace.
Maybe the theory of democratic peace can apply to international con-
flicts. The number of conflicts will lessen if the political systems of aggres-
sive states become democratic. But, after the Cold War, most conflicts
are not inter-state wars but civil wars or other internal conflicts. In the
field of domestic struggle, democracy cannot always be a panacea for
peace. It is interesting to note that, after democratic elections, conflicts
have broken out within many African countries.6
We should respect the will of people in post-conflict societies. But we

should keep in mind that the people’s free will, expressed through de-
mocracy, does not always bring peace. I would suggest that in this context
democratic accountability by the UN means becoming an advisory body
for the domestic democratization of states. And, it is most important for
the UN to advise people to express their free will not by forcible mea-
sures but by peaceful measures.

Questions for global democracy

To realize global democracy, there are many obstacles and problems.
Here, the following four problems should be examined: (1) democracy
and tyranny of the majority, (2) ‘‘no representation without taxation’’,
(3) people and democracy, and (4) inter-sovereign-state society.

Democracy and tyranny of the majority

When we think of democracy, how to prevent the tyranny of the ma-
jority is a very critical matter. This is a classic debate with respect to the
decision-making process of the UN General Assembly with its ‘‘one state
one vote’’ system. The number of founding Member States in 1945 was
only 51 countries. In the 1960s many decolonized countries, newly
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independent from European powers, entered the United Nations. At the
end of the 1960s, the number of Member States had risen from 51 to 126.
Here is the contradiction of the UN General Assembly. Contrary to in-
ternational power politics, in the General Assembly forum third world
countries have a preponderance of numeric power. Developed countries
complain about this tyranny of the majority by the third world. The
majority does not always make collective judgements or choices. But
normally, democratic procedure means the numeric majority has the
power to make a decision. In the sense of a numerical majority, demo-
cratic accountability is achieved, but numbers do not necessarily signify
responsibility.

No representation without taxation

In the decision-making process of the UN, people do not have any voting
power, because they do not have to pay any tax directly to the UN. In the
process of UN reform, so many times civil society and NGOs have of-
fered to pay taxes directly to the UN. But the UN rejected these offers,
because it is the privileged association of sovereign states. People and
civil society do not have such a status. We know the slogan ‘‘no taxation
without representation’’. In reverse, there is the phenomenon that no
representation is offered without taxation for people and civil society.

Recently and in the future, an international tax will be realized glob-
ally. In the Outcome Document of the World Summit at the UN in Sep-
tember 2005, we can see an international tax. This is almost the first
time that the UN takes up the subject of an international tax. In this Out-
come Document, paragraph 23(d) mentioned the International Finance
Facility.7

People and democracy

It is most important to consider how to teach the notion of democracy to
the people in the domestic societies of states. We should not impose de-
mocracy on the people in a domestic society. Professor Fujiwara wrote
The Empire of Democracy.8 In this book, he mentioned the US govern-
ment imposes democracy upon people who have different cultures. I
think, in the case of the United States, democracy has two aspects: do-
mestic and international. Domestically, President Bush was elected
through democratic election. His appointment was the reflection of
American citizens’ will. On the other hand, internationally, his war
against Iraq in 2003 was neither peaceful nor democratic. He enforced
democracy upon Iraq.9

The role of the UN for democratization is not to enforce democracy
but to assist elections technically. In the United Nations Secretariat, there
is the electoral assistance unit in the Department of Political Affairs. The
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major tasks of this division are to conduct a realistic evaluation of varied
elections and to assess the basic electoral needs of the country.10 Beyond
such matters, there are limits for the UN to take into account in the pro-
cess of domestic democratization. The ultimate accountability for democ-
ratization is situated in the people and the government of the assisted
state.

Inter-sovereign-state society

It would be ideal for us to realize the vision of Professor Kunugi. His
work is praiseworthy because it is difficult to draw an ideal future world.
But there is also the problem of how to realize the ideal vision of a multi-
stakeholder system.
Sovereign states today do not easily hand over to other entities their

privileged status to join the UN deliberative organs with voting rights. It
is difficult for the non-state actors to join the UN deliberative organs with
voting power. The world today is essentially an inter-sovereign-state soci-
ety. But, gradually, international society transformed global society. Pro-
fessor Held proposes ‘‘cosmopolitan democracy’’. He wrote, ‘‘In this
world, there are many issues stretching beyond the borders of countries
and challenging the relevance of those borders in key respects.’’ And he
continued, ‘‘The theory of cosmopolitan democracy suggests this is not
only a real necessity but also a real possibility. I also believe that in the
future there will be an urgent need to envisage a worldwide democratic
system with multi-stakeholder partnerships. I think, to take accountabil-
ity means to take power. If non-state actors take accountability in the
world today, they will take power. So that, if non-state actors would like
to dispatch representatives to the UN, they should take accountability.
And if non-state actors take accountability, it means they will have power
in the field of international politics.’’11

Commentary: Case studies of accountability

Mikoto Usui

Let me limit myself to two kinds of remarks. First, I venture to offer a
perspective for analytically framing the intricate interrelationships be-
tween management accountability and political (or democratic) account-
ability. I am motivated to do so since most of the contributors seem to
have avoided explicitly looking into the characteristics of the inter-
relationships between political and management accountability. Second,
after that, I should like to point out the critical importance of the case-
specific complaint-based system for the evolution of law and institutions,
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and provide one or two examples pertaining to certain specific segments
of UN policy activities.

On the dual basis of organizational legitimacy: Politics and action

At the United Nations University seminar, with reference to J. D.
Stewart’s ‘‘Ladder of Accountability’’, Ms Hasuo concluded her presen-
tation by pointing out that the UN or any of the UN organizations had
not yet entered the final fifth stage of ‘‘Policy Accountability’’. She said
so in her own analytical context of management accountability, perhaps
having in mind the UN system’s various operational action programs,
hence leaving aside predominantly political programs such as the
General Assembly, the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), the
Commission for Sustainable Development (CSD), the UN Conference
on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) and so on. It is not my task to
comment on that interesting chapter of hers, but I wondered why she
did not climb one more step beyond and over the Stewart Ladder so
that she could have said something about how the UN proper, or the
more predominantly political programs in the UN system, are preoccu-
pied primarily with ‘‘talks and decisions’’ in a manner that is usually a
few steps removed from the system functionalistic ‘‘action’’ programs.

Every organization, be it public or domestic, national or international,
has a dual basis for legitimacy. It is necessarily ‘‘Janus-faced’’ in the sense
that it consists in a subtle mixture of two programmatic ideal types: poli-
tics and action. The political program of a given organization consists pri-
marily of talks and decisions that ‘‘reflect’’, as faithfully as possible, the
diverse, even mutually inconsistent, demands and ideologies of its exter-
nal stakeholders (who may not be limited to target beneficiaries of spe-
cific action projects). Here I recall the cynicism of Nils Brunsson, author
of The Organization of Hypocrisy, in which he wrote that ‘‘hypocrisy’’ is
a fundamental type of behavior in political rhetoric and decisions that are
to ‘‘talk in a way that satisfies one demand, to decide in a way that satis-
fies another, and to supply products in a way that satisfies a third’’.12
Here, ‘‘participatory’’ or ‘‘democratic’’ accountability matters, indeed,
calling for sort of ‘‘political rationality’’ in reflecting and accommodating
inconsistent norms.

On the other hand, the same organization ought to have an ‘‘action’’
program as well. Each action specializes in one type of action or product,
addressing one market niche or one type of stakeholder group. Action
is geared to delivering solutions rather than discussing problems, and
involves a consistent organizational ideology needed to produce and
deliver promised products. There, management accountability matters,
but with a focus primarily on technical rationality and efficiency, even
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though some sort of complaint-based system would be required to keep a
window open for a degree of participatory accountability for project-
specific stakeholders.
Both politics and action are indispensable for organizational legiti-

macy, but both are easier to achieve if they are managed separately, since
they require different organizational ideologies and managerial skills.
Talks and decisions may be used to justify a new action proposal or de-
fend the implementation of an agreed action, for instance, why it can
only partially meet the bigger demands received and the broader organ-
izational responsibilities allocated to respond to them in the earlier deci-
sions. There usually remain significant gaps between talks and decisions,
on the one hand, and actions, on the other. Brunsson called this an ‘‘or-
ganizational hypocrisy’’ – perhaps too cynical an expression to be decent,
as that sort of hypocrisy can be considered a necessary evil for successful
organizational survival and growth. (It is actually a characteristic of ‘‘per-
manently failing’’ but perhaps never-dying big organizations like the
United Nations.) In any event, it should be borne in mind that public-
sector organizations must be skilled at politics, as they exist because peo-
ple count on them for grappling with market-unfriendly, nearly insoluble
problems in society.
For that matter, Wikipedia (as of October this year) offers an interest-

ing comment, saying that accountability only enables negative feedback
after a decision or action (while ‘‘transparency’’ also enables negative
feedback before or during the decision or action).13 Thus, accountability
as an ethical concept is associated with strategic uses of excuses, apolo-
gies, justifications, rationalizations and other forms of account-giving be-
havior. In fact, the discrepancy between politics and action gives rise to a
demand for repentance and a promise of reform. So, Brunsson says, ‘‘Re-
forms give management a chance to fulfill their intention to generate
(new) action.’’14 Thus, almost all reforms may look better ex ante than
ex post, but they can demonstrate top management’s ability to stave off
despair and inspire hope.
It is essential to manage politics and action in a mutually complemen-

tary but not mutually interfering way. A great deal of ingenuity is re-
quired to satisfy that requirement. Certainly, different organizations live
with different ways of combining politics with action, and their leaders
have to strike an appropriate balance between the two. So, sometimes,
the Organization may look like a federation, family or network rather
than a hierarchical structure.
In this conjunction, we should note that, even in a predominantly

action-oriented organization (such as the World Bank and the Asian De-
velopment Bank [ADB] whose management accountability systems are
discussed in this seminar as well), boards and councils that make formal
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decisions on policy matters and project priorities (by way of a political
organization) may often have little influence over the control of their
own decisions, because the decision basis is usually prepared by experts,
administrators or special technical committees who first investigate and
assess alternatives and possible consequences.

Dr Reiterer described how the European Union worked on the basis
of technocratic policies being ‘‘worked out in endless meetings’’ and de-
cisions ‘‘taken by no doubt worthy élites for the people’’. Nevertheless
the European Commission (EC) has launched a Transparency Initiative
that would reveal ‘‘who lobbies for whom or which policy, who gets
what money and how it is spent’’. According to him, this transparency
initiative will seek to strengthen ethical standards across European insti-
tutions. He noted that it had been difficult to reach agreed standards
across the varying cultural norms even within Europe. But similar at-
tempts would be far more difficult in a global public institution like the
UN and even in its various specialized ‘‘executing agencies’’, which have
to struggle with deep-rooted and multi-faceted issues of the North-South
Divide.

We would all agree, however, with Dr Reiterer’s concluding remark
that ‘‘management reform is only the technical part of reform. There
must emerge an improved shared vision on the goals and values of the
institution.’’ This would certainly apply to the UN reform as well.

Citizens’ complaint-based systems for institutional evolution

Now, let me move on to the second part of my comments.
Today, the case studies on the World Bank and the ADB showed that

their accountability mechanisms were to address only the specific com-
plaints registered by the people affected by specific projects. It is interest-
ing to note that the ADB adopts a dual approach consisting of a
problem-solving/consultation phase (that involves a fairly broad variety
of external stakeholders), followed by the investigation/compliance re-
view by the ADB Management. Thus, citizens’ grievance-based mecha-
nisms constitute a critical facet of management accountability and
concomitant organizational policy development. I wonder to what extent
the problem-solving consultation phase is intended to contribute to the
‘‘program accountability’’ stage (if not so much ‘‘policy accountability’’
stage) in terms of Stewart’s Ladder.

In this respect, let me highlight the fact that our revered institution, the
United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR), is being
criticized for a serious democratic deficit in regard to its policy account-
ability mechanisms. UNHCR conducts, single-handedly and in a top-
down fashion, refugee status determination in as many as 80 countries,
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and has handled nearly 80,000 asylum applications so far. The process
seems to offer minimal scope for refugee participation in status determi-
nation, so that the current UNHCR mechanisms do not render UNHCR
accountable to refugees. Indeed, legally speaking, UNHCR is not man-
dated for implementation of the Human Rights Treaty, but civil society
activists’ voices are now getting ever louder, favoring a ‘‘human rights’’-
based approach to refugee protection: namely they demand that refugees
be regarded as holders of rights for protection and development, rather
than just as beneficiaries of humanitarian assistance.15
A vital step for thinking about accountability is to have some relevant

‘‘standards’’ against which those who exercise power should be held ac-
countable. Such standards may not necessarily be legally binding, but
can be a type of soft law for pragmatic purposes, provided that they are
politically viable.
For that matter, the evolutionary theory of institution suggests that rea-

sonably well-shared ethical norms and principles can gain effective regu-
latory power on the strength of complaint-based systems. Now a
complaints-based ‘‘specific instances’’ approach is being effected by the
National Contact Points, newly established under the 2000 revision of
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises (MNEs),16 even though the
Guidelines themselves are voluntary in nature. Civil society and trade
union activists’ watch-dog function, coupled with their strategy of ‘‘nam-
ing and shaming’’ and sometimes even litigating when prevailing norms
are breached, are now allowed to exert influence to MNEs and their
home country governments for improved performances for fulfillment of
‘‘corporate social responsibility’’.

A recent development with the UN Global Compact

As for corporate social responsibility and accountability, the post-Rio dec-
ade witnessed a high-paced proliferation of voluntary codes of interna-
tional significance. A large number of private ‘‘multi-stakeholder codes’’
have been derived from direct engagement between major business cor-
porations and public-interest non-governmental organizations. Although
they seem to embrace basically comparable ethical norms, it would prove
difficult to reconcile or standardize them, given their individual ‘‘volun-
taristic’’ nature, and given the complexity of the procedural tasks of mon-
itoring, reporting, audit and certification. Under the circumstances,
‘‘complaint-based mechanisms’’ have come to attract increasing atten-
tion, with a focus on how to address specific instances of corporate
breach of revered codes and guidelines.
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The UN Global Compact17 (GC) was born originally without any in-
tention to evolve into any regulatory code books. However, there has
recently been a noteworthy development towards a civil-regulatory
approach to corporate accountability. The case in point is the Draft UN
Norms on Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations (TNCs)18 in
the matter of Human Rights (HR). The Draft Norms were adopted in
principle by the Human Rights Commission in 2004. It was an outcome
of several years of drafting and consultation by the UN Sub-Commission
for the Protection and Promotion of Human Rights. The HR Commis-
sion is well known for its unique system of special procedures for inde-
pendent experts to observe and analyze human rights compliance by
‘‘theme’’ and by ‘‘country’’, and also a close engagement with civil soci-
ety organizations.

In parallel to the Draft Norms, Mary Robinson (former High Commis-
sioner for HR) began to support the ‘‘Business Leaders Initiatives on
HR’’ working out a ‘‘Guide for Integrating HR into Business Manage-
ment’’. By December 2005, the draft Guide has acquired the status of
‘‘joint report’’ with the GC Office and Office of the High Commissioner
for Human Rights (OHCHR). The HR Commission, in turn, authorized
the UN Secretary-General to appoint his Special Representative on Busi-
ness and HR (Professor John Ruggie, former Special Adviser to the SG
on the Global Compact). Soon, the GC Office issued a proposal (as of
August 2005) ‘‘The GC’s Next Phase’’ for the Secretary-General’s ap-
proval. The proposal retains the GC’s voluntary and network-based char-
acter but contains a new element, called ‘‘Integrity Measures’’. It adopts
a complaint-based system for protecting the GC logo from misuse. Now,
against these backgrounds, the GC initiative has finally enjoyed broader
formal political support, even from an increasing number of developing
countries, by the time the 2005 World Summit was held. And the General
Assembly unanimously adopted as of 15 December 2005, a Resolution
called Towards Global Partnerships.19 It will help provide stronger legit-
imacy to the GC and its future work, we hope.
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Appendix II

Areas for further study

In the conclusion to this volume we highlighted a number of important
points regarding the accountability of the United Nations in which the
thinking of many of the authors converged. By the same token, however,
it has also come to the surface that there are various issues on which
scholars and practitioners, coming from divergent backgrounds and areas
of expertise, differ in their thinking. And a number of them cited dimen-
sions of UN accountability in which we might advance our understanding
through more research, thinking and discourse. Thus, in view of the pre-
liminary nature of the discussions at the UNU Tokyo Symposium on Ac-
countability and the consequent limits to the scope of this volume, the
following issues – some practical, others philosophical; some of immedi-
ate concern, others of future interest – have been identified, by way of il-
lustration, as areas for further study.
� How to ensure enhancement of both political and managerial account-
ability in a concerted and comprehensive manner in order for the
United Nations to respond to global challenges more effectively and
efficiently.

� In this context, how could the normative framework for UN account-
ability be refined?

� What is the conceptual distinction, if any, between political account-
ability and democratic accountability?

� What exactly is the distinction between accountability and respon-
sibility?

Envisioning reform: Enhancing UN accountability in the twenty-first century, Kuyama and

Fowler (eds), United Nations University Press, 2009, ISBN 978-92-808-1170-4
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� What can be said of the relationship among accountability, legitimacy
and democracy?

� What mechanisms might facilitate direct or indirect participation of
stakeholders in the UN policy development and feedback processes,
and, in this context, how might relevant stakeholders be identified?

� How could the lessons-learned capacities and coherence be strength-
ened for enhancing accountability within the UN system?

� What specific reforms might enhance accountability with respect to UN
peace operations?

� How could the Security Council be brought to account, and to whom
ought it be accountable?

� How might non-governmental organizations be brought into the pro-
cess of enhancing accountability, while themselves becoming more
accountable?
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