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ACCOUNTABILITY IN PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION:
A MANIFESTATION OF THE JANUS MYTH

A. Introduction

Among the issues one finds in the contemporary literature
su}rounding American public administration, few recur as frequently
and with as much prominencé as "accountability.; Accountability is
ﬂone of that small number of concepts (e.g., bureaucracy, efficiency,
respbnsibility[ that constantly draws the attention of students,
commentators, practitioners, and scholars of public administration.
But in a sense accountability is in a class by itself, for its
meaning, applications, and implications touch on each of the others in
some critical way.

Ironically, the frequent use of the term in discussions of
government operations is often a sign of concern among observers that
there is a lack of accountability in the political system. The
Watergate affair opened the floodgates and released nearly fifteen
years of stored-up concern about the accountability of the U.S.
presidency. What the presidency went through after Nixon's
resignation, the U.S. bureaucracy goes through at least once each
decade at all levels of government. The Grace Commissionl is but the
latest and most visible example in a long line of critical official
reports and media exposes that have stimulated intense, but typically
short lived, concern for accountability in American public
administration.

Those critical examinations of the administrative operations
have set the tone for the discussion of government accountability in
the United States. The underlying message of each study is that

accountability is low or nonexistent among America's civil servants,
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and that only through reorganization and reforﬁ can.the public
sector's bureaucracy be brought under control. As a result of this
pervasive orientation and the attitudes it promotes, most studies of
accountability in public administration tend to be reactive,

normative, and prescriptive. They tend to be reactive responses to

“some scandal or study that is exposed (and exploited) by the media or

!

some politician; they tend to be normative refutations of

undemocratic government behavior or inefficiencies in public

‘programs; and, in the tradition of the famous Friedrich-Finer debates

of the 194052, they tend to prescribe the means and methods for

achieving greater accountability for American public administration.
In this paper we emphasize a different approach, one built on the
idea that accountahility is a fact of administrative life for American
public administrators rather than a condition that needs to be
developed. Our purpose is to posit a framework for analyzing extant
types of accountability and to examine three case studies that
indicate whether a useful research agenda for the study of
administrative accountability can be established based on those
initial applications. We begin by defining accountability and briefly
examining its “dualfstic" existence in the American cultural context.
Next we describe two schools of thought on the subject, the political
which emphasizes regime values and the managerial which stresses
performance values. Drawing on those perspectives, we describe a
framework for analyzing accountability in American public
administration and examine four major "accountability systems" that
emerge from the dimensions of that framework. Several initial
questions concerning accountability are generated, and these are

applied in case studies that reflect the issues raised by the concept



of accountability. A finél discussion summarizes both the findings of

that case study application and the implicétions of taking this

approach to the study of accountability in American public

administration. |
B. Défining Accountabilit&

The search for a definition of accountability is not as
ffustrating as the search for meanings of other frequently used terms.
‘The definitions available to us, however, cover a wide range of
perspectives on the topic. In the classic Simon, Smithburg, and
Thompson textbook it was defined in a way that stressed the existence
of preconditions for accountability: "those methods, procedures, and
forces that determine what values will be reflected in administrative
decisions."3 In a more recent work, E,. ﬁeslie Normanton highlights
the view of accountability as an ongoing responsibility imposed on the

accountable agency or individual: "a liability to reveal, to explain

and to justify what one does; how one discharges responsibilities . .

in the hands of the accountable party, but in a different -- and much
more political -- way: the "extent to which an organization believes

n5 Ira

that it is answerable for its actions to the people it serves.
Sharkansky is much more explicit in noting the linkage between
accountability and politics when he argues that thé issue of
accountability "gets at the question of control, or Who rules."6
Finally, there are those who define the term to include the "means"
associated with accountability: "any situation in which individuals
who exercise power are expected to be constrained and in fact are
reasonably constrained by external means . . . and to a degree by

internal norms. . . ."7
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Perhaps even more useful than these single%sentence
definitions of accountability are discussions which elaborate the
concepts in terms of various "types." Here too there exists a range
of'approaches, each highlighting a ‘distinct perspective on the

subject. Herbert J. Spiro, a political theorist, views

éccountability as one dimension of the more general concept of

"responsibility." 1In dealing with reéponsibility, he makes a
distinction between an official being accountable for an event and
being the cause of the occurrence. Regardless of whether the
official actually caused the event -- made it happen either
intentionally or unintentionally -- he or she may still be held
accountable for it. For Spiro, accountability is synonymous with

answerability. Given this orientation, he discusses two types of

accountability: explicit and implicit. Explicit accountability
exists when the official is aware of the extent to which he or she
must answer for an action, while for implicit accountability such
knowledge is lacking.8

Social theorist Amitai Etzioni takes a functiohalist approach to
the concept when he posits four alternative conceptions of
accountability. The first he terms accountability as "gesture" or
symbol. "The hallmark of accountability as gesture is that it is pure
norm with little or no instrumentality attached.” 1In this sense,
accountability stands as a "substitute for actual accountability" or
as a means for mobilizing or educating populations regarding
government's responsibilities in some controversial area, e.g. civil

9

rights. In Etzioni's second conception of accountability, it is

regarded as a reflection and product of the political process wherein



the accountable official is exposed to the dynamics of interest group
politics in a pluralistic system. 1In this-form of accountability, the
official's position "is analogous to that of aibilliard ball in a
physics diagram upon which various forces impinge."lo The third»type
of accountability is formal and legalistic, a type similar to Spiro's
“"explicit" accountability to the extent that "much ink is shed" to
clarify to whom and for what the official is accountable, 1l Finally,
Etzioni argues‘for a fourth version accountability, one that provides
the official with "guidance" in carrying out his or her task that goes
beyond symbolism, politics, and the formal obligations of the law.12

A third typology has emerged from the observations of those who
track the accountability of public officials -- "accountants" and
"auditors" in both the narrowest and broadest senses of those terms.
David Z. Robinson outlines three types of accountability derived from
the activities of those oversight professionals. Program
accountability focuses on the degree to which a public official is
fulfilling his or her program or project goals, however these may be
defined. Process accountability focuses on "how" the official is
attempting to achieve those goals. Finally, fiscal accountability
deals almost exclusfvely with how the official is implementing one
salient part of the process, the expenditure of funds.13

We get a sense of what accountability entails from these
various definitions and typologies, but analytically they leave a
great deal to be desired. No doubt, much insight has been gained
from the specific case examples those authors have provided to
elaborate on their conceptions of accountability. Nevertheless,
there still remains the task of developing a framework within which

the conditions and dynamics of accountability can be systematically
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studied. Accomplishing that task for the studf of public
administration will be challenging but not'ana;ytically impossible,
for there exists a considerable collection of useful material ready
to‘be used for such a purpose. What is missing, however, is the

proper "attitude” among those who study public administration toward

accountability. As noted above, accountability is currently

approached in reactive, normative, and prescriptive terms by most
students of government administration. What is needed at the outset
is to establish an attitude which stresses the current state of
accountability in American public administration. To accomplish that
objective, we begin by describing accountability within the American
context.

Context is important in the study of accountability. Neither
the U.S. nor modern democratic nations has a monopoly on the concept
of accountability or its application. Even the most despotic of
dictators will claim to be accountable to someone or something (e.g.
God, history, the "nation"). 1In fact, variations in how
accountability is perceived and applied may be at the heart of
differences among national political systems. There can be little
doubt that accountability is viewed differently in the U.S. than it is
perceived in the U.S.S.R. or Iran. But it is no less the case that
differences in conceptions of accountability gxist between the U.S.
and Great Britain.1? when all is said and done, therefore, any
discussion of accountability must be built on an understanding of the
particular context in which it is applied.

The American context for public administration accountability

can be summarized in a variety of ways. The general distrust of
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government and the highly fragmented structure;of political
institutions are two of the more obvious featuées of the system.
There is perhaps no more central and relevant feature for the issue
of public administration accountability than the long-standing

distinction between politics and administration. Whether or not the

'distinction exists in fact, it is an important factor in determining

how people view the roles and obligations of government
administrators.‘ The politics/administration dichotomy manifests
itself as a dual set of standards upon which the form and dynamics of
public administration accountability are built. Political and
managerial standards for accountability are articulated separately
and often applied without reference to each other. Nevertheless,
those standards ineyvitably interact, and‘'it is in those interactions
that the actual dimensions of public administration accountability
become evident. . Any framework for the study of accountability must
take that interactive dualism into account.

Given this perspective, we advocate the imagery of the Janus
Myth in order to facilitate a better understanding of accountability
in public administration as well as other aspects of American
bureaucracy. Janus,‘the ancient Roman god of doorposts, was a
two-faced figure that was often found above city gates and entryways
to Roman homes. Janus bid farewell to those leaving a place and
greeted those who entered. Strategically, Janus was in a position to
view the world from both within and outside the confines of a city or
home. Functionally, he simultaneously represented both the separation
and linkage between internal household matters and external worldly
affairs. As an appropriate image for American public administration,

the Janus Myth stresses the distinction between political and
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managerial concerns while drawing attention to the interdependencies
of the two. From our perspective, accountability for American public
administrators is reflected in the Janus Myth imagery, for it is a

manifestation of both political and managerial conceptions of

accountability that have emerged over the past two centuries.

C. Two Views of Accountability
In political terms, the question of accountability for public
administration draws attention to how one links the tasks of

administration to America's regime values. As John A, Rohr has

noted in his discussion of administrative ethics, "to the extent that
bureaucrats govern in a democratic polity, they should somehow
reflect the values of the people in whose name they govern."15 What
are those regime values? They include mény of the enduring values
associated with the American Revolution as well as those developed as
part of the American political culture for the past two centuries.
They also include less permanent values that take the form of
ideological commitments. In the broadest sense, they make up what
Samuel P. Hunt1ngton has described as "the American Creed." 1In a
narrower sense they are reflected in the ideological commitments of
those who are elected to public office.

The American Creed has been studied and described by many

analysts, and while each has used a different set of terms to label
these values, there is little doubt that they have all been
discussing the same thing. Louis Hartz found them in tenets of an
"irrational" Lockean liberalismls; Daniel Boorstin saw them in the
continuity of past values reflected in our contemporary

institutionsl7; Walter Lippmann perceived them as the endangered
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"public philosophy"” of western democraciesla; and William H. Riker
saw them in the "democratic dogma" toward which Americans strive.19
On a more explicit level, Seymour Martin Lipset has posited "equality
and achievement" as the "two basic American values" around which the

nation has developed.20 Huntington's list is a bit more extensive:

-"liberty, equality, individualism, democracy, and the rule of law

under a constitution."21

on an ideological level, American politics generates variations

on the American Creed that tend to place different émphasis on basic
regime values. For example, accepting Lipset's view of American
values for the moment, one can argue that the current administration
in Washington stresses "achievement"” while the prior one focused on
issues of "equalitx." Although American politics tends not to be
ideological, specific political orientations —-- all variations of the
American Creed -- tend to dominate at any given time.22

Within the context of the American Creed and its ideological
variations, public administration accountability takes the form of a
commitment to have administrative duties fulfilled in a manner
consistent with both the tenets of the general creed and its
particular political manifestations. Public administrators are thus
expected to perform in ways that do not violate (or which promote)
liberty, equality, individualism, etc.. On specific issues, they are
expected to carry out their tasks in light of the views of the
current political leadership. In short, the political concept of
accountability places a premium on adherence to politically derived or
driven forces. |

In light of these political expectations, the problem of

accountability becomes one of establishing the means and mechanisms



for making certain the public administrators arg in fact fulfilling
the objectives of the‘American Creed or the cur}ent political
leadership. Although the debate over the propér means and mechanisms
haé been wide ranging and extremely suggestive,?much of it can be
reduced to the positions taken by Friedrich and Finer in their classic
ﬁexchange, i.e. those favoring internal controls versus those favoring

external mechanisms. On the one extreme, the internalists believe

that one can rely primarily on education, training, socialization,
professionalization, and similar methods to instill the appropriate
values and political sensitivities within the administrator that are
needed to produce the desired results. On the other extreme,

externalists believe that only through constant and thorough oversight

by outside actors can one be certain that political expectations are
being met. In either case, the debate in political accountability

focuses attention on the forms of control imposed on American public

administrators.
From the managerial perspective, accountability for public
administrators is intended to make certain they adhere to the

performance values of American society. The management orientation

is almost an obsession with Americans, particularly as it promises
greater efficiency in government. "In America efficiency is the
fetish of the business world," observes Abraham Kaplan, "and the
operation of a business the model for politics and personal life,"23
The urge for the business-like operation of government was at the
heart of the major political and administrative reforms that have
provided us with our modern forms of public administration at all

24

levels of our political system, and it was the essential theme
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underlying Woodrow Wilson's call to study goveanent administration in
1887,25

While efficiency stands as the central performance value in
this view of accountability, it is not the only one stressed.
Effectiveness, or goal achievemenf, is another frequently emphasized
“value upon which managerial accountability is built,26 as is the
idea of "economy" in government.27 The tendency to give high
priority to these managerial criteria has been both criticized and
‘praised,28 but in no case has anyone denied their practical
importance for public administration accountability in the United
States. "The promise of business administration is almost
irresistible to the American electorate," states Kaplan; the "plain
man will stand for no nonsense: he wants the most for his money."29
In contrast to the political accountability stress on forms of

control, managerial accountability concentrates attention on the

degree of control had by those to whom administrators are

accountable.?? as in the political conception of accountability,
there exists a wide ranging debate over what accountability should
entail. At one extreme are those who believe the degree of control
should be high in the sense of being comprehensive (covering all
aspects of administration in detail), thorough, and constant30: at
the other extreme are those who believe in a low degree of
managerial control, allowing administrators a great deal more
autonomy and discretion in carrying out their functions.3l 1In one
sense, this is but another dimension of the Friedrich-Finer debate
over administrative responsibility and a more general manifestation
of the classic "Theory X versus Theory Y" model posited by Douglas

McGregor. In another sense, it is a managerial version of the

11



general debate over the role of administra;ive discretion in the
American constitutional system.32 Regardless of its source, the
concern for managerial accountability plays a major role in
discussions about American public administration.33
D. The Framework

.Given these two views of accountability, our task is to construct
a framework that will be useful in analyzing the role accountability
plays in American public administration. Such a framework should
highlight the overlapping themes of both the political and managerial
views of accountability outlined above. These are réflecfed in the two
major dimensions of Figqure 1. On the horizontal dimension is the
dichotomy symbolic of the range of choices characterizing the debate
over political accduntability, i.e. whether control over accountable
officials should be internal or external in form. Along the vertical
dimension is a éecond dichotomy indicating the range of options that
eﬁerge from discussions of managerial accountability, i.e. a high
degree of control versus a low degree of control over accountable
officials.

Within this framework four common types of public
administration accountability can be distinguished. We contend that
each of these four typeé can exist and be found acceptable in the
American political system. They represent models of alternative

accountability systems that might be applied to public

administrators within specific jurisdiction and organizational
contexts. However, it should be noted at the outset that our claims
for these four accountability systems are tentative and limited. At

the moment they represent analytic idealizations drawn from the logic
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of the Janus Myth theme outlined earlier. The test of any such
analytic model is in its application to the reality it is supposed to

provide insight into.
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FIGURE 1 A
ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEMS
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Where the degree of control over public administrators is
high and the form of control internal we have a command

accountability system. Perhaps the best known example of this

approach to accountability is found in the idea of the
"Administrative Presidency” associated with the Nixon
administration,34 but its federal history goes back to efforts at
reorganizing the federal executive branch from the Brownlow Committee
onward. Underlying this approach is the classical assumption that
accountability is facilitated by centralizing administrative
responsibility through establishing a unity of hierarchical command.
Under this system, it is the chief executive official of an agency
who is accountable for the activities of his or her organization and
its members. As the accountable party, it follows that he or she
will develop appropriate mechanisms for defining and monitoring the

relevant behaviors of organizational subordinates. Taken in its most
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extreme form, this accounfability system promotes an authoritarian

style of management in which much time and-en¢rgy is devoted to making

certain every detail of agency operations is going "just right."35
Where the degree of accountability control remains high, but

the form of that control dérives from external (outside the agency or

‘s

organization) sources, we have an oversight accountability system.

The most relevant model or example is again federal, but this time it
is found in the relationship between Congress and the bureaucracy.
While Congress does not have the direct power to command federal
agencies, it does have considerable leverage over federal
administrators through a number of oversight mechanisms. Although
Congress has generally neglected is functions in this area, it does
have the capacity to establish an effective system of accountability
based on its powers to create, fund, make requests of (i.e.
casework), audit, and investigate the work of government
administrators.36 But legislatures are not the only external

source for oversight accountability. Any entity or group having
"sovereign" status relative to the bureaucracy can approach
accountability through oversight. One can see this kind of
accountability style as an alternative for Presidents who seek to
avoid taking "command," and one can argue that just such an approach
characterizes the Reagan presidency.37 In certain policy arenas
(e.g., school segregation, environmental protection), the courts can
be regarded as participating in a form of oversight

accountability.38 Even private groups which claim to represented
the public interest or common good can develop a role in this type of

accountability system.39
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Responsible accountability systems combine a low degree of

control based on internal mechanisms., It is iﬂ this area that the

issues surrounding administrative ethics and accountability
mefde.40 Underlying this system is a trust inithe expertise and
sense of obligation of the public administrator. It is a trust built
‘on the belief that public administration accountability can be
instilled through education, training, experience, and commitments to
both the public'interest and professionalism. Particular stress is
placed on the administrator's professionalism, and in many cases that
means deferring to that official's understanding of what his or her
professionally defined obligations are. On a political level, this
form of accountability takes the form of electing a Burkean "trustee"
—-- someone who you trust to apply sound judgement and appropriate
moral standards on all policy matters. You do not count on that
individual to legislate in your particular interest, but rather in the
interest.of the community at-large as he or she sees it. Similarly,
we often appoint government administrators who we believe will act
responsibly on behalf of the community's interests, and under this
system we hold him or her accountable on that grounds alone.

Finally, where external control mechanisms dominate but with
a low degree of control being exercised over the accountable

official, we have a responsive accountability system. This is an

approach described and admired by pluralists, for it presents the

picture of government administrators being accountable to those they
serve or some other group with a special interest in the work of the
public agency.41 Other observers such as Theodore J. Lowi and Peter
Navarro have expressed serious reservations about the value of such a

system.42 In either case, there can be no doubt about the popularity
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of this accountability system within specific policy arenas, e.q.
agriculture, defense contracting, etc..

E. Multiple Accountability Systems: Illustrations from the
Council-Manager Form of Government

In the cases presented below we illustraté those various types of
“accountability and the potential for the diffefent types to work both
together and at cross purposes to each other. We choose the council-
manager form of government for our illustrations beqause in its
idealized form its administrative structure is fertile ground for the
various types of accountability. In many respects, the council-
manager form of government is a real-world embodiment of the
politics/administration dichotomy.43 It incorporates the dual needs
of local government units for political responsiveness to local
interests and managerial expertise in the administration of that
responsiveness. .

At its best, the council-manager form of government reflects a
balance between the ideals of political responsiveness and
professional management. When it is working effectively, the various
types of accountability it involves will be complementary,
constituting an overall framework for the pursuit of the public
agenda. Under the system elected local officials (the council
members) are held accountable for making policy decisions and for
hiring the city manager. The city manager is the top appointive
official in the city and as such is held accountable for the execution
of the policy mandates of the council and the day-to-day management of
the city.

At first glance, accountability issues seem to be fairly

straightforward under the council-manager form of government.
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Actually, accountability is complicated in form%and its dynamics is
sometimes difficult to predict. As generally structured, elected
officials do not concern themselves with day-to-day administrative
details, such as individual personnél decisions relating to hiring,
salaries, or promotions; instead, they concern £hemse1ves with broader
policy issues which relate to personnel, such as budgetary allocations
for hiring, raises, and so on. In performing these tasks, the council

may operate as if it were under either a responsive or oversight

system of accountability. In both cases the locus of control is
external (the public and various "special interests"). In some
circumstances these external forces exercise limited and intermittent
control over the council (e.g. through elections), thus setting the

stage for a responsive form of accountability which depends a great

deal on the values and commitments of the council members. Under
other conditions'there might be constant attention paid to all aspects
of the council's performance, thus establishing an oversight system.
Both approaches to accountability are acceptable under the council-
manager form.

As the council's direct subordinate, the city manager is supposed
to serve at the pleasure of the council while performing in a
professional and efficient manner. In his or her relationship with
the city council, the appointed city administrator is thus expected to

operate under either a system of responsive accountability or one

stressing oversight. 1In either case, if the administrator does not
fulfill his or her duties in a manner the council judges to be
acceptable, then the city manager is generally subject to immediate

dismissal. Although there is a growing trend toward employment

17 :



9,

i

|

contracts for a set period of time, the genera% pattern is for city
managers to have no job security. 1In fact, thé number of city
managers who have been fired or who resigned under pressure probably
constitutes a substantial portion qf the members of the profession.

In some instances that pressure resulted from demands for greater

~responsiveness from the manager; at other times it emerges from the

councils observations (through oversight) of the manager's
performance. ‘

Within the idealized council-manager system, the city manager
would operate under one of two types of accountability vis-a-vis
subordinates. As a professional administrator, the city manager is
hired for his or her expertise in management of the day-to-day
municipal affairs. . In meeting those expectations, the city

administrator may, in turn, operate under either a command or

responsible system of accountability. Those who would use a command

approach would like to see a manager act as the one who is "in charge"

of the city's administration; those who advocate a responsible

approach see the manager exercising his or her best judgement in
hiring and managing the best staff possible and delegating appropriate
authority to them. Either approach, if carried out with integrity,
fits quite well into the council-manager model.

In summary, the council-manager form of government is able to
support all four of the accountability systems in some form and
fashion. What is important to note at this point is that there is not
one system of accountability at work in manager-council governments,
but several; furthermore, it is possible (and perhaps even likely)
that those several systems will not always reflect the same values and

attitudes. As a result, those involved in a council-manager

18



arrangement constantly face the challenge of working within the
context of multiple forms of accountability. Ideally they may seek to
strike a balance among the disperate demands génerated by the several
accountability systems; all too often they areipreoccupied with the
consequences that result from the conflicts and abuses which too
easily emerge under those conditions.. |

For purposes of illustration we rely on the recent experiences of
three city managers in different midwestern cities. The first case
illustrates the potential for complementary interaction among the
different types of accountability. The second case‘illustrates the
potential for conflict between the expectations of different systems
of accountability and how that conflict can lead to dramatically
different judgementé of an individual's berformance in specific
instances. The third case shows how an accountability mechanism can
be misused or eQen abused.

(1) The building inspector's scandal:

Our first case is that of Kansas City, Missouri (KCMO) during a
recent scandal over building inspectors misreporting the amount of
time spent inspecting building sites. The city of KCMO has a long
tradition of professional city management. The council members

perceive themselves as responsive to their constituents through their

basic representative functions, e.g., how they vote in council. The
city council, in turn, expects the city manager to be responsive to

their priorities, but he must also to act in a responsible fashion.

Traditionally the council leaves internal administrative matters
almost entirely up to the professional administrator.

Additional factors enter into this case, particularly the history
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of corrupt machine politics in KCMO and the general suspicion that
characterizes the public's attitudes toward local government. These
values generated a demand for greater oversight of the operations of
KCMO's city government. Specifically, KCMO's past is marked by one of

the best known political machines in America's urban history, the

Pendergast Machine. Add to that history a general distrust of

government and the popularity of investigatory reporting and you have
a situation tha£ promotes some degree of oversight accountability by
the local media.

The city manager at the time of the incident, Robert Kipp, was
well known for his "quiet" management style in which he delegated

considerable responsibility to his assistants and city department

heads while accepting the burden of being responsively accountable to

the city council. The responsible assistant city managers and
department heads, in the meanwhile, were expected to be in full
command of the agencies.

Close scrutiny of events in KCMO at time of the building
inspectors scandal, including the actions of the local media, the city
council and the city manager, show the four types of accountability
operating in concert to deal with a major scandal about city

employees. The scandal was brought to light when the Kansas City

Times/Star published the results of its investigation into abuses by

city building inspectors. Evidence indicated that the building
inspectors were overrepresenting the amount of time they spent
inspecting building sites, and in some cases they reported inspections
that were never made. In this instance the local media was activating
the oversight system of accountability. As an external group it was

monitoring the behavior of city employees and had minimal control over
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the actions of those employees.
The city manager in this instance immediately assumed the

responsibility for the abuses, thereby acceptiﬁg the responsible

system of accountability. As city manager he took full responsibility
for the misconduct of city employees even thouéh he had delegated
administrative responsibility to the relevant department head. He
asked the city council to resist the temptation to step in and take
responsibility for reorganizing the department's operations. fn
complying with the city manager's request, the city council in KCMO

adhered to its system of responsive accountability. They were firm in

articulating to the city manager their concern that the abuses be
remedied at once; and they made it clear to the manager that his job
security depended ubon the prompt and cabable resolution of the
problem.

Mr. Kipp's administrative action involved instituting a command
system of accountability in the building inspection department. He
reorganized the inspection department so that the daily administration
of the function was placed directly under one of his assistant city
managers. The guilty inspectors were fired or suspended without pay
and a more detailed timekeeping system was developed.

The actions of the media, the city manager,Aand the city council
in KCMO regarding the building inspectors scandal displayed the
complementary workings of the various accountability systems. When
all the parts were working as the ideal would have it, the net result
was the elimination of fraud against the public safety and interest.
The media functioned in an oversight capacity. The city council held

to its responsive system of accountability vis-a-vis the city manager.
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The city manager assumed responsibility for thé behavior of his

subordinates and imposed a command system of aécountability on that
part of the organization that had failed to opgrate appropriately
under the prior system of decentralization, |

While this example illustrates the system can work effectively,
“even in the face of scandal, we do not suggest that the process is
without cost. Such crises in accountability can take a toll on the
actors. In thé eyes of the citizens of KCMO, the credibility of city
employees was severely damaged and the need for greater oversight was
justified. The morale of innocent city employees outside the building
inspection department was severely diminished by the adverse publicity
and guilt by association. Furthermore, it is rumored that this
scandal was one of the last straws that eventually led to Robert
Kipp's decision to leave the city management profession,

(2) Firing the administrator of the year:

The remaining two cases focus on incidents which precipitated
decisions by the respective governing bodies to seek the professional
administrator's removal from office. 1In one case, the incompatibility
of expectations for accountability were so stark that the
administrator was fired on the very day he received an award for
"Administrator of the Year" from the local chapter of the American
Society of Public Administration. In the other instance the city
manager used a traditional oversight accountability mechanism, an
audit, for purposes unintended by the legislation, namely political
retaliation and personal job survival

For an illustration of conflicting expectations arising from
differing accountability systems we turn to Kansas City, Kansas (KCK)

and the experience of W. James Medin, the city's first professional
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city manager. The city of Kansas City, Kansas has a long history of
highly politicized administration under thé control of the Democratic
pa;ty's political machine. Prior to 1983, the city formally operated
under a traditional commission form of government wherein individual
commissioners had administ}ative responsibilities for various city
;functions, e.g., Streets and maintenance, public safety, parks and
recreation. Pqlitical patronage was.a commonplace and accepted manner
of distributing government contracts and jobs. Under this commission
form of government the city commissioners were operating under a

responsive type of accountability system. The security of their

elected positions and the continuance of their administrative
responsibilities depended upon the judgement of their voting
constituents which, in turn, depended on their ability to "deliver"
jobs and services. The locus of control was external (the voters,)
and the degree of control over the administrative actions of the
commissioners was minimal. Regularly scheduled elections were the
only real opportunities for voters to exercise the control they had
over commissioners. |

With the passage of the local government reform measure in 1982,
Kansas City, Kansas adopted a council-manager form of government.
Under the charter reform elected officials were to have broad policy-
making responsibilities but no administrative duties; the
administrative responsibilities for municipal government were
allocated to an appointed professional city administrator. The
elected council members were still expected to be operating under a

responsive type of accountability system; their continuance in office

as a city council member was dependent upon the judgement of the
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voting public. However, the delivery of city sérvices was to be done
on a more professional, "nonpatronage" basis. |

Issues of accountability arose in KCK whenlthe city manager
sought to make a major personnel dgcision, hiring a new chief for the
fire department. Under the new KCK city charter the city
“administrator is responsible for all city personnel decisions, except
for the city clerk who is also appointed by»the city council., To the
extent that the city council gets involved in personnel matters it is
at the broadest policy level, such as determining (as they did) thét
all city employees must live within the city limits.

In early 1985 the city administrator initiated a search for a new
fire chief, a responsibility that was clearly his exclusive
prerogative under the city charter. Applicatidns for fire chief were
received from ten individuals within the KCK fire department and from
nine individuals outside the city. All candidates were required to
take a battery of tests on the various supervisory and practical
aspects of firefighting.

The results of these tests created a conflict between the city

manager's sense of responsibility as a professional administrator and

the judgement of his city council in terms of his responsiveness to

the council's priorities. From the city manager's position, his

professional responsibility to the city and the fire department

necessitated he make a decision to hire the candidate who seemed best
qualified for the fire chief's position. The city manager decided
that his choice for fire chief would be from among the top test
scorers. The council, on the other hand, preferred promoting from
within the department. The conflict arose with the city council

because the candidates who received the top eight scores on the tests
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were from outside the city.44

From the city council's perspective, the city manager needed to

be responsive to their concerns. The city council members had to

reckon with strong sentiment within the fire department that the top
_job was "a reward for years of service to the City."45 This attitude
fit well into the traditional patronage values that had characterized
KCK's commission form of government for decades. Furthermore, the
Mayor disputed the value of the tests used to rank the candidates.
When the city manager officially informed the council that he planned
to hire an outside applicant for the department's tép job, the Mayor
quickly sought his resignation. Although the mayor compared the
firing of the city manager to baseball managers who come and go, not
all city council mémbers shared the viewé of the mayor and the
firefighters. Councilman George Dunn said Medin "has done an
admirable job of attempting to eliminate political patronage. Mr,
Medin is not supposed to hire anyone just because a councilman or the
mayor asks or tells him to do so." 46

These differences in perspectives on the type of accountability
system relevant to the hiring of a fire chief were the basis for the
disagreement between the city manager and the city council. The city
council voted (4-3) to fire Mr. Medin when he refused their request to
resign. On the evening of the very day the KCK council voted to fire
Mr., Medin, the Kansas City Metropolitan Chapter of the American
Society of Public Administration formally presented their award to Mr.
Medin for "Administrator of the Year" at a dinner that had been
scheduled weeks in advance.

The anomaly of being fired and honored on the same day could
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occur because different groups were using différent systems of

accountability to reach their conclusions. - The fact that a majority
of KCK council members thought his performance was poor enough to
warrant dismissal while his professional peerslthought his performance
was so outstanding that it merited an award points up the potential
‘dncompatability of expectations between the sygtems of accountability
each group used as reference points. The local ASPA chapter used the

standards of professional management, or a system of responsible

‘accountability as their standard for judging performance. The KCK

city council used the standard of responsive accountability in their

judgement of the city manager's performance. Each group used a
legitimate system of accountability; the fact that they could come to
such dramatically different conclusions about the performance of Medin
indicates the potential incompatibility between these two types of
accountability. .

(3) The travel audit:

Our third example reveals a different facet of accountability,
namely, how an accountability system which is supposed to foster
appropriate behavior can be misused for personal political purposes.
The case focuses on the experiences of the city council and city
manager in the city of Columbia, Missouri in the spring of 1985. The
city manager at that time was Richard Gray, who served in that
position from October 1980 until April 1985.

This case illustrates an instance where the city manager chose to
use an oversight accountability mechanism, an audit, for questionable
purposes. In early spring of 1985 the city council held a performance
review of the city manager. At that time it became clear to Mr. Gray

that the mayor was dissatisfied with his performance and was going to
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seek the manager's removal from office. By way of gathering
ammunition to use in his struggle to keep his job, the city manager
ordered an audit of the mayor's travel expenseé from 1981 to the
present. The city manager's tactic was calculéted to trigger the

responsive accountability arrangement that existed between the mayor

and local citizens. Mr. Gray hoped to protect his job as manager by
bringing about the mayor's removal from office through recall or, at
.the least, neutralizing him politically. When asked about his

motivation behind ordering the audit, the city manager "acknowledged

the mayor wanted to fire him and his request for the audit were g
related. 'It was my survival instinct,' Mr. Gray said. 'The
situation had become, one of us will have to go. I was looking to
find a reason the mayor might go.'"47

The mayor of Columbia resigned two weeks after the audit was
ordered and ten days before he was cleared in the probe. The auditor
concluded that although the mayor may not have exercised the best
judgement in charging some expenses to the city, he had done nothing
that warranted further action. The city manager asked to take a 30

day leave of absence to let the publicify calm down.,

The council ultimately held the manager to a responsible system

of accountability. Once the council determined that they no longer
had confidence in the manager as chief administrative officer of the
city, they asked him to resign, which he did on May 7, 1985. The
council chastized the manager's actions as prompted by anger and
meanness, They urged the manager to "think about controlling [his]
temper, and think about proper ways to deal with the council,"48

Among other things, the Columbia, Missouri case demonstrates the
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potential for using one accountability mechanism to trigger another
~accountability system. In this instance the city manager used his
access to an oversight accountability mechanism (an audit) to trigger

a responsiveness accountability mechanism between the voters and the

mayor. In this Mr. Gray was successful, for the mayor resigned when
faced with the need to account for his actions to his constituents.
However, Mr. Gray's actions also triggered a concern for the
accountability of the city manager. After assessing what had taken
place, the city council decided that the city manager's actions were

irresponsible.

Mr. Gray's actions suggest a number of issues regarding what is
responsible behavior. The travel expenses subjected to audit dated
back to 1981. It could be argued that if the city manager had reason
to believe the mayor was charging inappropriate travel expenses

against city accounts, he had a responsibility as a professional

manager to initiate an audit long before 1985. If he did not have
sufficient reason to believe the expenses were inappropriate, then he
was irresponsible in ordering the audit for personal reasons when his
job was threatened. It is clear that various accountability systems
were at work in this case, and that they worked well in the long-run.
However, it is also quite obvious that in this case it was the misuse
and even abuse of thosekaccountability systems that were central to
the entire episode.
F. Summary

The four accountability systems posited in this paper were all

derivatives of the the dualism that characterizes American attitudes

and behavior toward public administration. They all share a common
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root, and none is any less justifiable or viabﬂe under historical and
current political norms. Indeed, under ideal ?onditions all four
types of accountability can enhance the likelihood that the political
repesentation and managerial performance standards will be satisfied.
Our Kansas City, Missouri example illustrates Ehe appropriate working
"of the four types even under conditions of organizational stress.

Yet, as with human siblings, these accountability systems are not
necessarily abfe to coexist without conflict within the same
jurisdiction or organization. Problems sometimes arise for the
accountable parties and their constituents when multiple
accountability systems operate at cross purposes within a
jurisdiction, as illustrated in the cases of Kansas City, Kansas and
Columbia, Missouri. There are obviously some inherent conflicts to be
found among the accountability systems; just as Edmund Burke told the
people of Bristol that they must choose between a delegate and a
trustee, so a jurisdiction occasionally may have to choose between
having a responsive and responsible bureaucracy.

Our intention in this paper was to suggest the need for more
conceptual development, clarity of thinking, and precision of language
when discussing accountability in public administration. Using these
cases as heuristic devices, we suggest a typology of accountability
mechanisms as a first step toward an operational theory of public
administration accountability, one that recognizes the Janus-like
nature of public administration. We also indicate how the interaction
of accountability mechanisms can result in inappropriate behavior.

Our last case, that of Columbia Missouri, suggests the need to be
careful in the use of accountability mechanisms that are in place to

minimize the chances that they can be misused or abused for personal
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gain. ‘

From this point much research needs to be?done. Only systematic
examination of accountability systems in actioﬁ will yield insight
into the conditions which give rise to public édministration
;pccountability. Further research will also beinecessary to answer
some of the intriguing questions about when and how types of
accountability systems complement or conflict with each other. As we
move from a search for some ideal form of éccountability and toward a
concern for the dynamics of existing accountability systems we will
certainly come to a greater appreciation of the complexities and

dilemmas that make American public administration such a fascinating

and challenging fopic.
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'i'he ‘followivip should be substituted on p. 3:
_ B. Befining ficcountability -

The search for a definition of accountability is not as frustrating as the search for meanings of other
frequently used terss. The definitims‘available to us, W, cover a wide range of perspectives on the topic.
In the classic Simon, Swithburg, and Thompson textbock it was defined in a way that stressed the existence of
precorditions for accountability: *those methods, procedures, and forces that deterwine what values will be
reflected in adeinistrative decisicns. "3 In' a sore recent work, E. teslie Normantom highlights the view of
acccuntability as an ongoing responsibility imposed on the asccountable agemcy or individual: *a liability to reveal,
to explain and to justify what ome doesy how ome discharges respunsibilities.‘ . ." finother source defives in a
way that also plarces wuch of comcépt in the hands of the accourtable M, but in a different — and much wore
political — way: the "extent to which an organization believes that it is answerable for its actions to the pecple
it m’s Ira Sharkansky is wuch more explicit in noting the linkage between accountability and politics when he
argues that the issve of accourtability “gets at the question of cortrol, or #ho r_\_aig_s.’s Finally, there are those
who define the ters to include the “mears”® associated with accountability: ®amy situation in which individuals who
exercise power are expected to be corstrained ard in fart are reasonably constrained by-extemal mams . . «» and to
a degree by internal norws. . . .'7

The following should bF:» substituted o p. 27:
that: the mayor was dissatisfied with his perforsance ard was going to seed the manager's removal frow office. By
way of gathering ammmition to use in his struggle to keep his job, the city mamager ordered an audit of the mayor's
travel experses from §388 to the present. The city mamager's tactic was calculated to trigger the respomsive
accountability arrangement that existed between the mayor ard local citizems, Mr. Oray hoped to protect his job as
manager by bringing about the mayor's removal froe office through recall or, at the least, neutralizing him
politically. When asked about his wotivation behiﬁd ordering the audit, the city sanager "acknowiedged... that he
would be *less than homest! if he said that ms that the sayor warted to fire hiw and his request for the audit
were ot related. ‘It was my swvival instinct,! Mr. Gray said. 'The 5i£uatim had become, one of us will have to

47 N
8o. I was lookirg to fird a reason the wayor might go.'”



