
 

Seeking Salvation for Accountability 

 

 

 

Melvin J. Dubnick 
Professor of Political Science 

& Public Administration 
Rutgers University – Newark 

dubnick@attbi.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared for delivery at the 2002 Annual Meeting of the American Political 
Science Association, August 29- September 1, 2002, Boston. Copyright by 

the American Political Science Association 
(Updated with minor corrections on 9-16-02) 



 

 1 
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Melvin J. Dubnick, Rutgers-Newark 
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This is a paper in defense of a concept that is threatened by its popularity and 

undermined by those who use it most. It is a call for a reexamination and reaffirmation of 

“accountability” from the perspective of its central role in modern governance. It is a plea 

for saving the concept of accountability from the abuses it suffers in the hands of friends 

and advocates. It is an effort at salvation for a concept that has lost its meaningful “soul” 

in a world filled with rhetoricians, reformers, and functionalists – all well intentioned, but 

each contributing to accountability’s fall from conceptual grace. 

 

1. Accountability needs to be saved 

 

What needs to be saved? Let’s begin with the “defining” (in the literal sense) premise of 

this presentation: what is this “thing” we call accountability that we seek to save? That 

question contains part of it s own answer, for we should begin by distinguishing between 

accountability-the-word (accountabilityW) and accountability-the-concept 

(accountabilityC).  

 

Signs of accountability: As a semiotic “sign,” accountabilityW  is capable of fulfilling 

three distinct roles: as symbol, as indicator, and as icon. Symbolically, it signifies most of 

what the Oxford English Dictionary attributes to it: 

 
The quality of being accountable; liability to give account of, and answer for, 
discharge of duties or conduct; responsibility, amenableness. = 
ACCOUNTABLENESS [= The quality or fact of being accountable or liable to 
give account and answer for conduct; responsibility, amenableness (to a person, 
for a thing).] (OED 1989) 
 
 
Most notable about the symbolic accountabilityW is its synonymic nature – its 

capacity to stand in for so many other terms. As we discuss below, this characteristic of 

accountabilityW makes it an excellent tool for rhetoricians who can use the term as a 



 

 2 

stand- in for other words (e.g., responsibility, answerability, fidelity) either for stylistic 

variety or because of its facility to generate a desired affect in the target audience. 

The indexical form of accountabilityW is dependent on cultural and contextual 

factors, and here again the synonymic nature of the word comes into play. 

AccountabilityW is regarded as an indicator of answerability, responsiveness, etc. But as 

will be elaborated below, it is also indicative of the conditions it promises to create. Used 

in the appropriate context, accountabilityW holds the promise of bringing someone to 

justice, of generating desired performance through control and oversight, of promoting 

democracy through institutional forms, and of facilitating ethical behavior. 

The iconic role of accountabilityW  is culturally contingent as well, for the power 

of the word’s “image” is necessarily and almost entirely dependent on the perspective of 

the target audience.  Words rarely achieve the status of icons, and when they do there is 

no pure form of iconic use. The famous “Hollywood” sign in southern California is a 

word iconized, although it is also symbolic and indicative. The Hebrew word for life or 

living, *( (chai), is worn on necklaces and other jewelry and is regarded as an image 

invoking the meaning of God.  

The iconic role of accountabilityW  is more limited in significance but much in 

evidence in the U.S. Congress, where the titles of a wide range of proposed (and 

sometimes passed) legislation are adorned with the accountabilityW  label. A quick count 

of titles placed in the House and Senate hoppers for the past several sessions of Congress 

indicate that the word is applied to 50-70 distinct proposals each two-year term. As 

reflected in the list from the current (107th) Congress (see Table 1), the focus of 

“ACCOUNTABILITY” bills can range from specific individuals (Yasir Arafat) and 

nations (Syria) to industries (electricity providers), agencies (the IRS and the INS), 

professionals (accountants and pharmacists), and the members of Congress themselves. 

When examined in detail, the content of the proposed legislation rarely mentions the term 

again,1 except in provisions designed to change the titles of current laws so that they too 

can be adorned with the “ACCOUNTABILITY” élan.  

                                                 

1 There are exceptions, of course. For example, the School Improvement Accountability Act (S. 
125, 107th Congress) included provisions that articulated what “accountability” entailed, e.g. the meeting of 
performance standards set by the state “accountability” agency. 
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TABLE 1 HERE 

 

Is the word worth saving? The problems associated with accountabilityW  are many, but 

for my purposes three need to be highlighted.  

First, the word’s etymology does not encompass its conceptual history. A 

survey of the family of terms associated with “account” in the OED2 offers no references 

earlier than a comment circa 1260 related to giving an account of one’s conduct. The first 

noted reference to accountabilityW itself is noted as a history of Vermont published in 

1794. Middle English terms related to accountabilityW (e.g., acompte, aconte) can be 

traced to at least to the early 14th century, with references to the idea of “being 

accountable” (e.g., accomptable) finding more usage by the mid-15th century (McSparran 

2001).  There is little doubt these words were, in turn, derived from the Old French 

equivalents for “provide a count,” comptes a rendre. Nor, as we see below, does evidence 

that accountabilityW was not used until relatively recent counter the fact that the concept 

itself was in effect several hundred years earlier.  

In contrast to these etymological roots for accountabilityW, the roots of  

accountabilityC can be traced to ancient settings and biblical references, from Egypt 

(Ezzamel 1997) to Athens (Elster 1999; Roberts 1982). As we discuss below, the linking 

of the word to the modern conceptualization of accountability occurred under the rule of 

William I and his successors.  

  The second problem with focusing on accountabilityW is its notorious 

ambiguity when treated as a word rather than a concept (Brooks 1995). Practical and 

scholarly applications of accountabilityW have been appropriately called “expansive” 

(Mulgan 2000), and the term was nicely characterized by one analyst as “chameleon-

like” (Sinclair 1995). This results from the synonymic nature of the terms, and has proven 

especially problematic to those attempting to operationalize the role of “accountability 

mechanisms” in social relationships; the typical response among those who require more 

                                                 

2 See entries of “account” and related terms in (OED 1989). 
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preciseness has been to adopt a narrower definition, one usually confined to the act of 

“answerability.”3 As we will see, this solution has become part of the problem. 

A third problem is that of “incommensurability” – or the inherent lack of 

common “language” that permits easy translation of the word across contexts and 

cultures. Specifically derived from geometry by Thomas Kuhn and applied 

metaphorically to scientific theories(Kuhn 1982), the idea of “terminological 

incommensurability” is relevant here because accountabilityW has proven extremely 

difficult to translate into other languages, and by extension to other political and 

administrative cultures. In the major romance languages (French, Spanish, Italian as well 

as Portuguese), for example, various forms of the term responsibility are used in lieu of 

the English accountabilityW. The result is that there exists little room in those languages 

for a possible distinction between the conceptualization of accountabilityC and 

responsibility. Translating what is intended as the concept (see discussion below) into the 

word “responsibility” neutralizes or subordinates some meaningful differences. In 

northern and eastern European languages, the idea of accountability translates into terms 

closely related to account-keeping or making of reports. The Japanese, who have at least 

seventeen distinct terms they use to communicate the word “responsibility,” have only 

one equivalent term to accountabilityW (akauntabiritii), but it is a transliteration of the 

English word adopted in light of the extensive contacts with the British and Americans 

over the past 150 years ((Dubnick 1998), pp. 69-70).  

 

The “idea” of accountability: Shifting attention from the word to the concept overcomes 

– or at least makes irrelevant – all three issues and places the meaningfulness of 

accountability on somewhat firmer grounds. As a concept, accountabilityC is an idea to 

which the word can relate, but not one it can effectively encompass within its definitional 

frame.   

The nature and status of “concepts” are issues that linguists, cognitive scientists 

and philosophers are contending with on several fronts. The classical approach to the 

                                                 

3 For example, see the work of Tetlock in social psychology; (Tetlock 1983a; Tetlock 1983b; 
Tetlock 1985). Also see (Gilbert 1959). 
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subject, which has tended to equate concepts with words,4 has been found both wanting 

in substance and irrelevant in contemporary applications.5 Within the various 

contemporary schools of thought dealing with concepts, a concept is represented as a 

“prototype,” an exemplar, mental constructs, and as meanings that are emergent within 

and shared by communities of actors (e.g., (Johnson-Laird 1983; Lakoff 1987)). As 

important, concepts are most meaningful within broader intellectual contexts – e.g., they 

exist with “frames,” formats, schemes, webs of belief, paradigms, etc. (Kuhn 1970; 

Minsky 1974; Quine and Ullian 1978). 

Approached conceptually, accountabilityC emerges as meaningful in at least four 

such contexts. Within an institutional frame , accountabilityC is manifested as rules and 

roles through which authority is “controlled” in order to render it “appropriately” 

exercised (Anechiarico and Jacobs 1994; Anechiarico and Jacobs 1996; Burke 1986; 

Caiden 1988; Carey 1978; Diamond 1999; Gruber 1987; Harris 1964; Khademian 1996; 

Laver and Shepsle 1999; Livingston 1976; March and Olsen 1989; Oakerson 1989; 

O'Donnell 1998; Rosen 1989). Within the context of social transactions , it emerges as a 

way for individuals to relate to one another – an ongoing process of account-giving and 

account-taking that is fundamental to the development and maintenance of trust (Benoit 

1995; Crittenden 1983; Curran 2002; Green, Visser, and Tetlock 2000; Lerner, Goldberg, 

and Tetlock 1998; Orbuch 1997; Schönbach 1990; Scott and Lyman 1968; Tetlock, 

Skitka, and Boettger 1989) Within an organizing/organizational frame , accountabilityC 

is the formation (“enactment”) of informal and formal mechanisms for dealing with 

expectations and uncertainty (Collins 1982; Garrett 2001; Gupta, Dirsmith, and Fogarty 

1994; Kaufman 1973; Munro 1997; Pentland and Rueter 1994; Shapiro 1987; Weick 

1995; Yakel 2001). And within context of complex environme nts of multiple, diverse 

and conflicting expectations, it is a means for managing an otherwise chaotic situation 

(Agranoff and McGuire 2001a; Agranoff and McGuire 2001b; Barth 1993; Barth 1995; 

Bar-Yosef and Schild 1966; Bundt 2000; Dubnick and Romzek 1991; Dubnick and 

Romzek 1993; Dunn and Legge 2001; Kearns 1994; Kearns 1996; Klingner, Nalbandian, 
                                                 

4 For example, see (Dewey 1997 [1910]), chapter 9. 
5 The major challenges to the classical approach comes from both the rethinking of the Cartesian 

mind-body distinction (see (Lakoff and Johnson 1999) and the demands of the information sciences for 
better models of human thinking.  
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and Romzek 2002; Romzek and Dubnick 1987; Romzek and Dubnick 1994; Romzek and 

Dubnick 2000; Romzek and Ingraham 2000; Wirth 1991; Wood and Waterman 1993). 

These various perspectives are no less subject to the criticism that each relies on a 

different understanding of accountabilityC – and thus the concepts are subject to the same 

problems of ambiguity and incommensurability that plague accountabilityW. But those 

seemingly distinct conceptualizations of accountabilityC have the advantage of what 

Wittgenstein called “family resemblances” – they are related not by a common definition 

(which would reduce the concept to a word) or some common property, but by the 

relatedness we “see” in them, as we would see some resemblance among a group of very 

distinct individuals who are part of a family.6  

The family resemblance among the various forms of accountabilityC addressed by 

those who take the concept seriously is found in the equally important idea of 

“governance”: accountabilityC is a concept associated with governance activities – that 

is, with the efforts to establish and maintain some form of governing order in a social 

context (Mulgan and Uhr 2000)7 

It can be approached as a genre among those social patterns, processes and 

institutional forms that deal with questions of how to organize and implement collective 

action (Crawford and Ostrom 1995; Fligstein and Feeland 1995; Ostrom 1990; Ostrom 

1999). What is distinctive about the accountability genre among other forms of 

governance solutions is its reliance on the existence of a “moral community”8 that shapes 

(and is shaped by) the expectations, rules, norms and values of social relationships. The 

moral basis of that community should not necessarily be equated with some higher order 

value; rather, it the term is applied here in a relativistic sense that builds on the 

assumption that social relations in any community are linked to a sense of what is 

morally required or appropriate in those relationships.9  AccountabilityC, in other words, 

emerges as a primary characteristic of governance in contexts where there is a sense of 

                                                 

6 This view is elaborated in (Wittgenstein 1968), para. 65-67. The implications of this approach for 
social science are discussed in (Collier and Mahon 1993). 

7 On the various “official” definitions of governance (e.g., USAID, UNDP and World Bank), see 
(Orr 2002).  

8 See (Selznick 1992) and (Fukuyama 1995). There are other terms than have been used in related 
ways, e.g. “moral order” (Wuthnow 1987), “collective identity”(Melucci 1996). 

9 Compare with (McMahon 1994; McMahon 1995). 
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agreement about the legitimacy of expectations among community members. 

Conceptually, accountabilityC can thus be regarded as a form of governance that 

depends on the dynamic social interactions and mechanisms created within of such a 

moral community.10 

 

A Family History: The nature of accountabilityC is reflected in its historical roots.11 As 

already noted, mechanisms similar to those of today’s accountability systems can be 

found in ancient regimes (Eisenstadt 1969; Elster 1999; Ezzamel 1997; Roberts 1982) 

The contemporary conceptualization, however, is traceable to England in the century 

following the 1066 Norman conquest, and more specifically from William I’s efforts to 

establish and legitimize his rule over England through then end of Henry II’s rein 

(1189).12 

 Twenty years after the Norman Conquest, William I ordered a detailed 

enumeration of all property in England requiring every subject to provide access to royal 

surveyors for the listing and valuation of all holdings.  The resulting Domesday Books 

were not intended (as often assumed) as assessments of property holdings for revenue 

raising purposes (Hoyt 1950); rather, they involved an unprecedented census of the 

“realm” (that is, the king’s property holdings – which was, in fact, everything in the 

realm) that is widely cited as a critical factor in the enduring power of central authority in 

Britain. The conduct of the survey sent a message to all William’s subjects that the 

conquest was complete and a new ruling order was in place.  Completed in an amazingly 

short time (one year), it relied on centrally-determined units of measure and jurisdictional 

reconfigurations that best suited the survey task rather than existing arrangements.13  

Thus, not only were property holders required to “render a count” of what they possessed 

                                                 

10 It is always a risky business to offer definitions of otherwise vague concepts, and this should be 
regarded as a well intentioned example of chutzpah.  

11 This is a further elaboration of a conceptual history presented originally in (Dubnick 1998), pp. 
69-72. 

12 It is more than mere coincidence the family of words associated with this concept begin to 
emerge in written records with greater frequency in the 1200s. 

13 While the standards and units used may have been centrally determined, they were not 
necessarily uniformly applied. Historians note the wide discrepancies in the details among different 
jurisdictions found in the Books. 
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of the sovereign’s realm, but they were to do so in the terms set by the king’s agents. 

Medieval historians have rightly been in awe of what the Domesday Books represent.14 

Beyond the Domesday surveys themselves, William took an additional and 

complementary step in 1086 when, after traveling about his kingdom as the survey was 

being conducted, he came “…to Salisbury at Lammas, and there his councillors [sic] 

came to him, and all the people occupying land who were of any account over all 

England whosoever’s vassals they might be; and they all submitted to him, and swore 

oaths of allegiance to him that they would be faithful to him and against all other men.”15 

These actions, notes medievalist David Douglas “were exceptional in their nature, and of 

high importance.”16 What it involved was the performative enactment of a governance 

system through the creation of a moral community based on sworn oaths of obedience. It 

was the first modern enactment of accountability as a foundation for governance.  

Thus, in Salisbury, William I had asserted a form of accountability-based 

sovereignty over all holdings in the conquered realm. For in addition to having literally 

conquered them by force of arms, William was now establishing a moral relationship 

based on the fact that (1) he now knew (to the extent possible) what was his (i.e., 

everything in “realm” was now accounted for through the census) and (2) that he had 

established their sworn obligation to give him an accounting of all that to which he could 

possibly lay claim (again, meaning everything within the realm). What was theirs was 

his, and they were beholden to him for the use of all that was his. It was Leviathan six 

hundred years before Hobbes articulated the logic behind it! 

During his relatively short reign, William I’s successor, William Rufus, sustained 

his father’s rule as much through coercion as through the sworn oaths of his subjects. 

Upon assuming the throne in 1100, Henry I demonstrated a greater appreciation of what 

took place in 1086 and relied more on William I’s approach. He established a realm-wide 

                                                 

14 “As an administrative achievement,” noted F. Stenton, “it has no parallel in medieval history.”  
Still another authority (V.H. Galbraith) regards it as “marking an epoch in the use of the written word in 
government.” Both quotes are cited in (Douglas 1964), p. 354.. Also see (Hollister 1961; Hoyt 1950). 

15 (Douglas 1964), p. 355, quoting from chroniclers of the time. 
16(Douglas 1964), pp 355-356. These comments from a historian noted for his restraint in 

attributing too much to what William actually accomplished. Among medieval historians there is a long-
standing debate about whether William I’s rule was revolutionary or based on a continuity of trends already 
present in pre-conquest England. 
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administrative system17 where centralized auditing and semiannual account-giving 

mechanisms took the place of armed force. By the 1130s, this had emerged as a highly 

centralized “administrative kingship” ((Hollister and Baldwin 1978), pp. 868-891) 

steeped in governance through accountability mechanisms. Building on those 

foundations, Henry II was able to structure a system that left much authority in local 

hands, but tied them firmly to the center through even stronger forms of institutionalized 

accountability.18  “The powerful kingship of the conquerors had not destroyed all other 

powers; but it had forced them to act, even when in opposition to it, only within the 

framework of the State” ((Bloch 1961), p. 431). 

The point to be highlighted here is that the concept of accountability is related to 

the emergence as a historically distinct and meaningful form of governance, one that 

created a unique relationship between the governors and the governed based on norms 

and values established (i.e., imposed) by the ruler. AccountabilityC thus has firm 

historical roots in post-Norman Conquest England, and it survived the shifts from 

monarchial to parliamentary to popular sovereignty. As significant, it was central to the 

British system of colonial rule right from the outset, and its Anglican (in the secular 

sense) distinctiveness is reflected in the governance systems of its former colonies, from 

the United States to India.  

 It helps to clarify the distinctiveness of accountabilityC by noting that what 

emerged from these Anglican roots is very similar in form, but not substance, to the 

principal-agent (P-A) constructs of today.((Eisenhardt 1989); on agential models in 

general, see (Emirbayer and Mische 1998)). But while P-A models provide effective 

analytic tools for the examination of accountabilityC and other relationships (Mitnick 

1980; Mitnick 1993; Moe 1984; Waterman and Meier 1998), it would be a mistake to 

think of them as providing meaningful content to accountabilityC. In that sense, they are 

                                                 

17 Which include the duchy of Normandy as well as Britain. 
18 James Given’s study of the imposition of British rule in Gwynedd (in North Wales) during the 

late 1200s provides insights into how this accountability-based governance operated. In contrast to the 
approach taken by the French (who would rely on established local ruling elites), the British engaged in 
“the total recasting of local political structures.  Traditional mechanisms and techniques of rule would be 
abolished and replaced by ones modeled directly on those of the new masters.  The governors who wielded 
these novel mechanisms of power would be either members of the outside ruling organization or local 
people who had been thoroughly educated in and assimilated to the outsiders’ norms.” See (Given 1990), p. 
42. 
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to accountabilityC what blueprints are to a real structure. What P-A stresses is a 

contractual relationship between two autonomous individuals. Central to the concept of 

accountability derived from those English roots is the existence of a moral community 

within which relevant relationships exist (Schweiker 1993; Shearer 2002; Smiley 1992).   

 

So, what do we try to save? Based on the distinction made, it is clear that I regard 

accountabilityC as a central idea that helps us analytically understand  modern 

governance, whether it be used in public or private entities, whether it be put to the 

service of conquerors or democrats, whether it be the source of good or evil. Without the 

concept of accountability, we could not comprehend any of these phenomena.  

Nor would we be able to pass judgment on them or the moral communities that 

create them. As a means through which modern governance operates, accountabilityC was 

as pivotal to the Holocaust (Browning 1992; Goldhagen 1996; Hilberg 1992; Sofsky 

1996) as it was to South Africa’s transition from apartheid (Braun 2002; Doxtader 2001; 

Gibson and Gouws 1999). If accountabilityC is emasculated through misapplication or 

misuse, we face the prospect of losing part of our capacity to reason about governance.19 

We should also be very concerned about accountabilityW, for the fate of the 

concept is closely tied to the use of the word. This is especially true in our “hyperreal” 

world where some moderately useful symbols are being transformed into empty icons 

flashed before us on all sorts of media (Fox 1996; Fox and Miller 1995). (Should there be 

a truth- in- labeling rule for legislative proposals?)   

 

2. Save accountabilityC from whom? 

 

With friends like these...: AccountabilityC has no “enemies” – no group of conspirators 

who are out to undermine its role as a term of governance. What it does have are 

“friends” who find it useful to rely on the word or a limited (and thus distorting) version 

                                                 

19 Here I consider the situation analogous to Alasdair MacIntyre’s comments about our 
understanding of what has happened to the concept “virtue” in our scientific age; see (MacIntyre 1984), 
chapter 1. More on this below. 
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of the concept. These are the folks we need to be wary of in our effort to save 

accountabilityC 

  

Beware the rhetoricians: “We will hold them accountable!” It is the political mantra of 

our times. President Bush applies it to Enron and WorldCom executives as well as to the 

Taliban and al Qeda; every politician (including Bush) applies it to schools and teachers 

whenever they get the opportunity to do so; and angry citizens apply it, in turn, to all 

politicians. It is our rhetorical way of venting frustrations – of expressing a symbolic 

“promise” to make someone pay for a misdeed, whether real or perceived. And we are 

doing it with greater frequency. 

To some extent, accountabilityW has taken on a “life of its own” as a symbol 

detached from any specific meaning, yet with the capacity to generate a response when 

put to rhetorical or iconic use. The more this rhetorical form is used (let’s designate it as 

accountabilityWR), the less credible the underlying concept seems. 

There are, however, three major qualifications to that view.  

First, in pointing out the inherent vacuity of accountabilityWR, I do not mean to 

imply that the rhetorical term lacks any utility or potential value. To the contrary, like 

other rhetorical terms, accountabilityWR is valued precisely because those who use it can 

rely on the target audience to fill that vacuum with a wide range of meanings that can 

produce something close to the desired response in the audience. Words, after all, are 

“speech acts” that have an impact on those who read them or hear them spoken (Austin 

1975; Searle 1969), and the nature of those impacts can range from generating 

acquiescence to triggering “excitement” (Butler 1997; Edelman 1960). In that sense, 

there is at least functional value (in a social and political sense) to a term capable of being 

used rhetorically.  

If that is the case, then the issue shifts to the value of rhetoric itself. The classical 

(i.e. Aristotelian) purpose of rhetoric is persuasion – that is, to convince the audience of a 

given position on some matter at hand. This is an important social and political function. 

Ideally, the persuasive argument would be based on reason (logos) or the vir tuousness 

(character) of the speaker (êthos), but there was no denying the role and power of 

emotional responses triggered in the listeners (pathos) (Aristotle 1991; Dascal and Gross 
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1999; Gross and Dascal 2001). In an age of scientism, the status and credibility of 

rhetoric has suffered considerably, and its practitioners are often perceived as 

“manipulators” and “hucksters.” In contrast, in recent years there has emerged a growing 

appreciation of rhetoric (Nichols 1987; Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca 1969; Toulmin 

1958) and its centrality in a wide range of activities, from philosophy and law to the 

social and physical sciences (Gaskins 1992; Gross 1996; Nelson, Megill, and McCloskey 

1987).  The value of accountabilityWR, or any other term applied rhetorically, is therefore 

contingent on the context and standards for assessment. That said, we should not 

prejudge any particular use of accountabilityWR. Its use is clearly justified in many 

circumstances.  

Nevertheless, there is a cost to be paid in terms of the implications for the 

credibility of its non-rhetorical counterpart. Relying too much and too often on any word 

reduces its long term value and credibility.  

 A second qualification relates to the nature of the “rhetorical promise,” for not all 

such promises are similar. Some weigh heavier than others depending on what is said and 

who is saying it . Some promises are indeed empty, in the sense of lacking any specifics 

about how the promise would be carried out (Grant 1949). Other promises can be quite 

detailed, but one has to ask if the speaker has the capacity to implement the promised 

actions (Amossy 2001). These two factors create at least four types of rhetorical promises 

(see Figure 1): pure rhetoric, plans, commitments and obligations. 



 

 13 

 
 

   

High Plan Obligation 

Low Pure Rhetoric Commitment 

Sp
ec

ifi
ci

ty
 o

f a
ct

io
ns

 to
 a

ch
ie

ve
 

pr
om

is
ed

 a
ct

io
n 

 Low High 

 

 Capacity to implement actions  

 

 Figure 1: Types of Rhetorical Promises 

 
 

In the case of accountabilityWR, one can compare the almost identical promise to 

hold the 9/11 terrorists accountable20 made by the U.N. General Assembly on September 

12, 2001, and by George W. Bush on several occasions in the days that followed the 

attacks. Despite its good intentions, the General Assembly’s Resolution 56.1 (UN 2001) 

was purely rhetorical in both its lack of specific content and its inability to mobilize 

resources to carry out its promises.21 Bush’s promise-making use of accountabilityR, 

however, carried significantly more weight as a commitment during those early response 

days, for even without laying out specifics his words were those of someone with the 

capacity to act (Bush 2001a; Bush 2001b; Bush 2001c). The promise emerged as plans 

over the ensuing weeks as the Pentagon and other agencies mobilized for action in 

Afghanistan and elsewhere, and in doing so established Bush’s promise as an obligation 

to pursue accountability. 

                                                 

20 Expressed as the promise to the terrorists and their supporters accountable or to bring them to 
“justice.” 

21 In contrast, the Security Council resolution of September 12 makes no such promise of 
accountability. 
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It is critical to underscore the point that the value of rhetorical promises is 

contingent on contextual factors. Although technically rhetorical, Bush’s promise to hold 

the terrorists and their supporters accountable during the days immediately after 9/11 was 

necessary and appropriate, and it would be foolish to regard that or similar instances as a 

long-term threat to our understanding of accountabilityC.  

 A third qualification is a warning that not all seemingly rhetorical uses of 

accountability turn out to be so. For example, eleven months after the terrorist attacks of 

September 11, several hundred family members of the victims filed a trillion dollar law 

suit against the Government of Sudan, several Saudi princes and Saudi banks, several 

“charitable organizations”, Osama Bin Laden, and others with alleged links to the 

financing of the terrorist attacks. At the news conference announcing the law suit, Matt 

Sellitto, whose son was killed in the World Trade Center attack, stood before the 

television cameras and microphones and expressed the need for the controversial action:  

 
It does not matter if the weapon of choice is a gun, a bomb, a box-cutter; a pen 
used to write a check or the computer mount clicked to transfer funds. The banks, 
so-called charities and the individuals named in this action have the blood of my 
son on their hands, and they have the blood of more than 3000 precious, 
irreplaceable people on their hands. And we will hold them accountable.22 
 
 

For the media and general audience hearing those heartfelt words, there could be no 

question about the intended emotional impacts of Mr. Sellitto’s statement. The phrasing 

was designed to indicate the families’ determination to seek justice on behalf of their 

loved ones, and in that sense it represented a powerful cathartic act that also constituted a 

threat in the form of a promise of accountability against those they regarded as co-

conspirators in the September 11 attacks.  

Beyond the symbolic message, however, was a legal effort constituting a formal 

action to bring the named subjects of the suit before the courts for the purpose of holding 

them “accountable” in legal fact. AccountabilityWR as used in this context was more than 

                                                 

22 Transcribed from a C-SPAN rebroadcast of news conference held on August 15, 2002 at 
Washington, D.C., the site of the filing of court papers. 
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rhetorical; it was a legal “term of art” – that is, a word that has a precise meaning within 

the context of the legal action being taken. 

The suit was explicitly modeled after an earlier action filed against the 

Government of Libya by the families of victims of a bomb blast that destroyed Pan Am 

Flight 103 in December, 1988 as it flew over Lockerbie, Scotland. Faced with what they 

regarded as relative inaction by U.S. officials against Muammar Kaddafi and Libyan 

officials, the group comprised of Pan Am 103 families pursued the claims for justice in 

U.S. civil court actions. At the outset, there seemed little hope for overcoming the major 

obstacles posed by international and domestic legal doctrines that effectively prohibited 

suits against foreign sovereign states in American courts.23 But by articulating their 

argument on a “narrow patch of legal ground,” the Pan Am 103 attorneys were able to 

establish a basis for having the case heard in U.S. federal district court.24 In that sense, 

they had established achieved a form of legal “accountability” for Libya that put it on par 

with any other potential respondent to a claim made in a federal court. 

In the legal action brought by the Sellittos and other families, the lead attorneys 

were those who had successfully brought Kaddafi and Libya to trial. Their primary 

objective was, in fact as well as words, to render the named defendants accountable. In 

that respect, Mr. Sellitto’s words were more than accountabilityWR. 

 

Beware the reformers: While the rhetoricians use accountabilityWR to make promises, the 

reformers regard accountabilityC as a source of promises that become the foundation for 

political action. There are four such promises that have been central to reform in different 

countries. 

 a. First, there is the promise of “justice” that emerges most often after tragic 

events (e.g., wars, plane accidents, military mishaps where innocent lives were lost, 

terrorist attacks) or in the transition to democratic regimes after years of oppression (e.g., 

post-Apartheid South Africa, nations emerging from behind the “iron curtain”). The 

response to both conditions is typically legalistic and sometime ritualistic in form. In 

                                                 

23 The most explicit U.S. statement of the sovereign immunity doctrine relevant to such cases is 
found in The Schooner Exchange v. McFadden and Others, 11 U.S. 116 (Cranch). 

24 For the details behind this effort, see (Gerson and Adler 2001); specifically, see chapter 10. 
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these instances, accountabilityC is relied upon, in part, as a formalistic means for dealing 

with feelings of anger and hoped for revenge. Domestically, we rely on our criminal and 

tort law systems to deal with the consequences of a great many tragedies, but not without 

controversy. On the one hand are issues over the explosion of litigation and the abuse of 

the tort law system to extract huge awards for sometimes trivial mishaps (e.g., the “hot 

coffee” suit against McDonalds) (Howard 1994; Lieberman 1981); on the other hand are 

complaints about the unfairness and inequity of alternatives to the courts (e.g., the current 

complaints against the administration of federal fund distribution to families of the 

victims of 9/11). 

Internationally, the Nuremburg war crimes trials following World War II set a 

major precedent in world affairs for holding the leaders of countries accountable for 

treatment of their own citizens as well as for violations associated with conduct of the 

war (Bass 2000; Douglas 2001). Controversies surrounding the prosecution of war crimes 

and crimes against humanity have ranged from critiques of such trials as merely staged 

productions that have little to do with juridical justice (Arendt 1976) to the recent refusal 

of the United States to ratify the international convention on war crimes. The use of 

“truth commissions” as alternatives for “settling accounts” has proven no less 

controversial, particularly on the question of whether any such accountability 

mechanisms are capable of providing the justice demanded by victims (Minow 1998; 

Rotberg and Thompson 2000; Teitel 2000) 

 b. For a completely different group of reformers, accountability holds the promise 

of performance, in the sense of potentially assuring that those conducting the public’s 

business will do what is expected of them – and perhaps more. This is a promise of 

accountabilityC drawn from the literature and mythology of private sector governance. In 

its earliest forms (Kanigel 1997; Taylor 1967) it was proffered as the promise of control, 

for it was assumed that close oversight and control determined performance. Influenced 

by the work of Chester Barnard and other management theorists (Barnard 1968; Scott 

1992; Williamson 1995; Wolf 1974), the emphasis shifted to reforming public and 

private organizations to create working environments that promote performance. In 

recent years, the turn toward “new public management” approaches has transformed and 

challenged governance approaches in the U.S. and abroad to a degree that has challenged 
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many of the basic assumptions of administration and rendered standard practices of 

accountability irrelevant if not obsolete (Kettl 2000).  

There are two areas where the reformers have been especially effective in 

promoting their views of accountabilityC : management policymaking and educational 

accountability. By management policymaking, I mean those successful efforts to have 

accountability-related reforms adopted a government policy through executive action 

(e.g., the Clinton administration’s National Performance Review, various programs for 

outsourcing and privatization and similar efforts to “reinvent government”) (DiIulio, 

Garvey, and Kettl 1993; Forsythe 2001; Gore 1993; Gore 1996; Holzer and Callahan 

1998; Kearney and Berman 1999; Thompson 1993) or through legislation (e.g., the 

Government Performance and Results Act) (Radin 1998; Radin 2000) And there has been 

no arena where the term, concept and rhetoric accountability has been more often applied 

than in education (Fenstermacher 1979; Fusarelli and Crawford 2001; Leithwood and 

Earl 2000; Ogawa and Collom 2000). 

  c. The promise of democracy forms another widely accepted role for 

accountabilityC, and the focus of reformers tends to be on promoting transparency, 

participation and answerability (ideally electoral) in governance institutions (March and 

Olsen 1995). Typically regarded as secondary to other properties of democratic systems 

(e.g., (Braybrooke 1968)), accountability nevertheless is perceived as a salient feature of 

democracies (Gutmann and Thompson 1996; Held 1996), particularly in the modern 

administrative state (Dodd and Schott 1979; Redford 1969; Rosenbloom 2000; 

Skowronek 1982) and nations that have are transitioning from non-democratic systems 

(Przeworski, Stokes, and Manin 1999; Schedler, Diamond, and Plattner 1999). 

The focus on accountability-related reforms has created several major dilemmas 

for democratic governance. Enhancing accountability through electoral reforms such as 

term limits or initiative and referenda poses significant challenge to the quality and 

capacity of public policymaking (Broder 2000; Ellis 2002), and the movements toward 

greater transparency and oversight often conflicts with efforts to meet the demands for 

improved performance (Behn 2001).  Nevertheless, there exists an almost unquestioned 

assumption that the creation or enhancement of accountability mechanisms of any sort 

will result in greater democracy. 
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 d. Finally, reformers see accountabilityC as a key to preventing the abuse of 

power and the possibility of corruption. The promise of ethical behavior is based on the 

assumption that oversight and reporting will foster appropriate behavior on the part of 

public officials and others who work in the public sector (Rose-Ackerman 1999). While 

the presumed link between accountability and ethical behavior has not been deeply 

explored (see (Dubnick and Justice 2002)), the necessity of such controls is widely 

accepted, especially among those who fear the consequences of the administrative state 

(Finer 1941). 

But there has also been concern that the use of accountability to prevent 

corruption has actually worked against effective governance. The “anticorruption project” 

that has its roots in 19th century governmental reform movements has become “panoptic” 

(Anechiarico and Jacobs 1994; Anechiarico and Jacobs 1996), the public obsession with 

the ethical agenda has spread to other sectors (private, non-profit, religious) as well 

(Morgan and Reynolds 1997). 

 

Beware the functionalists: Finally we come to a group comprised of those whose interest 

in accountabilityC is, in a real sense, primarily “academic.” This does not necessarily 

include all those who study accountability and related concepts, for there are many in the 

academic community who are more appropriately placed under the “reformer” category 

given the normative focus of their work. It does include, however, those who adopt 

theoretical and methodological perspectives that fail to consider the nature of 

accountabilityC as a term of governance. Typically this leads to a narrowly drawn view of 

accountabilityC as merely a behavioral or rational response to dilemmas or situations. 

AccountabilityC is thus reduced to its pure social function. It is the effort to give an 

account of oneself or to make excuses; it is the need to be answerable or to deal with 

conflicting expectations.25 Thus, in the effort to understand accountabilityC as an 

empirical phenomenon, we have ignored its contextual nature and role in governance. It 

is little wonder that those who survey the literature come away with the impression that 

“there is no there there” (Mulgan 2000; Mulgan and Uhr 2000; Sinclair 1995). 
                                                 

25 For relevant citations, refer to the discussion above regarding the context frames of 
accountabilityC 
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3.  The Roads to Salvation? 

How does one go about saving a concept? Here are four suggestions drawn from 

the loose analogy of saving a soul. 

First, try “behavior modification” in the form of making a commitment to stop 

dead in your intellectual tracks to reflect on the term “accountability” whenever you read, 

hear, or dare to speak it. As often as the term is used in our daily lives or heard on the 

media, you will find this can be extremely time consuming. If nothing else, it will give 

you an appreciation of just how pervasive the word – if not the concept – has become. 

Second, whenever you can, try “intervention” with the individual who uses the 

term or concept inappropriately or too often. This is not likely to win you many friends 

(and may cost you a few) – but think of what you are doing for the good of the cause. 

Third, consider forming or joining a collegial “support group” that might provide 

an opportunity to share in the collective frustration regarding the use and abuse of 

acocuntabilityC.  

Fourth, and a bit more seriously, consider the value refocusing your own analytic 

approach to the concept of accountability. Let me offer a quick example. 

In considering the problems created by the synonymic nature of accountabilityW, I 

have proposed elsewhere that we approach the idea of accountability as a distinct and 

inclusive concept along the lines discussed earlier in this paper. This somewhat radical 

association made between accountability and moral communities seems, at first blush, to 

make the problem of meaning even worse. To the contrary, it can help establish a 

meaningful framework within which accountability can be examined and its usage 

assessed. It posits accountability as a broad concept associated with more specific forms 

that are sensitive to different social contexts. This is captured by viewing accountability 

as an inclusive category (“genus”) containing more particular conceptual forms 

(“species”).26 For example, Figure 227 organizes eight such “species” of accountability 

(amenability, answerability, liability, obedience, obligation, responsibility and 

                                                 

26 This contrasts with approaches that regards accountability as a species of “responsibility,” e.g., 
(Bovens 1998; Spiro 1969). 

27  See (Dubnick 1998), pp. 77-80. 
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responsiveness) along two salient dimensions: the context or setting of the action (legal, 

organizational, professional, political), and whether the moral community’s expectations, 

rules, norms and values emerge from internal (moral pushes) or external (moral pulls) 

sources. Seen in this way, the concept of accountability is not perceived as synonymous 

with related terms, but instead constitutes a meaningful and useful idea in the 

constellation of governance institutions. 
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FIGURE 2 

Species of Accountability 
 
 
 
Summing Up: 

 

In the introductory chapter to his critique of contemporary moral philosophy, 

Alasdair MacIntyre asks the reader to imagine a world in which the natural sciences had 

been effectively lost to generations of thinkers, only to be the subject of a revival 

movement many years later. The revivalists, however, possess nothing more than 

fragmentary knowledge of the subject, and the intellectual milieu in which the natural 

sciences had thrived was incomprehensible to them. They might be able to make sense of 

some of the terminology they have uncovered, but the value of the knowledge is limited 

by their inability to appreciate the context and complexity of today’s sciences (MacIntyre 

1984). 

For MacIntyre, that imagined condition described the current state of moral 

philosophy, and if we are not more attentive to accountabilityC and its role in governance 
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we could be faced with a similar future. Students of accountability are growing in 

number, and the intellectual power being applied to the topic is impressive. At the same 

time, the term has emerged as tool of rhetoric and reform that is sapping the concept of its 

meaning and value as an important term of governance. The current research agenda 

needs to be more attuned to the special nature of accountability, or we will soon find 

ourselves in a position similar to that of moral philosophy. 

  

Sources 

Agranoff, Robert, and Michael McGuire. 2001a. American federalism and the search for models of 
management. PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 61 (6):671-681. 

Agranoff, Robert, and Michael McGuire. 2001b. Big questions in Public Network Management research. 
JOURNAL OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION RESEARCH AND THEORY 11 (3):295-326. 

Amossy, Ruth. 2001. Ethos at the Crossroads of Disciplines: Rhetoric, Pragmatics, Sociology. POETICS 
TODAY 21 (1):1-23. 

Anechiarico, Frank, and James B. Jacobs. 1994. Visions of corruption control and the evolution of 
American public administration. PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 54 
(5September/October):465-473. 

Anechiarico, Frank, and James B. Jacobs. 1996. THE PURSUIT OF ABSOLUTE INTEGRITY: HOW 
CORRUPTION CONTROL MAKES GOVERNMENT INEFFECTIVE. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. 

Arendt, Hannah. 1976. EICHMANN IN JERUSALEM: A REPORT ON THE BANALITY OF EVIL. revised 
ed. New York: Penguin Books. 

Aristotle. 1991. ON RHETORIC: A THEORY OF CIVIC DISCOURSE . Translated by G. A. Kennedy. New 
York: Oxford University Press. 

Austin, J. L. 1975. HOW TO DO THINGS WITH WORDS . 2d ed, The William James lectures ; 1955. 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Barnard, Chester I. 1968. THE FUNCTIONS OF THE EXECUTIVE . Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press. 

Barth, Thomas J. 1993. Constitutional Subordinate Autonomy: Serving Multiple Masters-- A Normative 
Theory in Practice. ADMINISTRATION AND SOCIETY 25 (2, August 1993):160-182. 

Barth, Thomas J. 1995. Autonomy grounded in subordination: A framework for responding to competing 
institutional norms. AMERICAN REVIEW OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION  25 (3, 
September):231-. 

Bar-Yosef, R., and E. O. Schild. 1966. Pressures and Defenses in Bureaucratic Roles. AMERICAN 
JOURNAL OF SOCIOLOGY 71 (6):665-673. 

Bass, Gary Jonathan. 2000. STAY THE HAND OF VENGEANCE: THE POLITICS OF WAR CRIMES 
TRIBUNALS , Princeton studies in international history and politics. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton 
University Press. 

Behn, Robert D. 2001. RETHINKING DEMOCRATIC ACCOUNTABILITY. Washington, D.C.: Brookings 
Institution Press. 

Benoit, William L. 1995. ACCOUNTS, EXCUSES, AND APOLOGIES: A THEORY OF IMAGE 
RESTORATION STRATEGIES, SUNY series in speech communication. Albany: State University 
of New York Press. 

Bloch, Marc. 1961. FEUDAL SOCIETY, VOLUME TWO: SOCIAL CLASSES AND POLITICAL 
ORGANIZATION . Translated by L. A. Manyon. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Bovens, Mark. 1998. THE QUEST FOR RESPONSIBILITY: ACCOUNTABILITY AND CITIZENSHIP IN 
COMPLEX ORGANISATIONS. Cambridge, England ; New York: Cambridge University Press. 



 

 22 

Braun, Susanna. 2002. Forgiveness, South Africa's Truth Commission, and Military Trials: America's 
Options in Dealing with Crimes Against Humanity in Light of the Terrorist Attacks on September 
11, 2001. HAMLINE JOURNAL OF PUBLIC LAW AND POLICY 23:493-521. 

Braybrooke, David. 1968. THREE TESTS FOR DEMOCRACY: PERSONAL RIGHTS, HUMAN 
WELFARE, COLLECTIVE PREFERENCE. New York: Random House. 

Broder, David S. 2000. DIRECT DEMOCRACY: THE POLITICS OF INITIATIVE, REFERENDUM, AND 
RECALL . 1st ed. New York: Harcourt. 

Brooks, Theo. 1995. ACCOUNTABILITY: IT ALL DEPENDS ON WHAT YOU MEAN . Clifton, NJ: Akkad 
Press. 

Browning, Christopher R. 1992. ORDINARY MEN: RESERVE POLICE BATTALION 101 AND THE 
FINAL SOLUTION IN POLAND. New York: HarperCollins. 

Bundt, Julie. 2000. Strategic stewards: Managing accountability, building trust. JOURNAL OF PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATION RESEARCH AND THEORY  10 (4):               757-777. 

Burke, John P. 1986. BUREAUCRATIC RESPONSIBILITY . Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University 
Press. 

Bush, George W. Address to a Joint Session of Congress and the American People The White House, 
2001a [cited June 15, 2002. Available from 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/20010920-8.html. 

Bush, George W. 2002. President Bush Speaks to United Nations: Remarks by the President To United 
Nations General Assembly [November 10] The White House, 2001b [cited July 5 2002]. 

Bush, George W. Remarks by the President Upon Arrival [at the White House, September 16] The White 
House, 2001c [cited June 19, 2002. Available from 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2001/09/print/20010916-2.html. 

Butler, Judith. 1997. EXCITABLE SPEECH: A POLITICS OF THE PERFORMATIVE. New York: 
Routledge. 

Caiden, Gerald E. 1988. The Problem of Ensuring the Public Accountability of Public Officials. In 
PUBLIC SERVICE ACCOUNTABILITY: A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE , edited by J. G. 
Jabbra and O. P. Dwivedi. West Hartford, CT: Kumarian Press. 

Carey, George W. 1978. Separation of Powers and the Madisonian Model: A Reply to the Critics. 
AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE REVIEW 72 (1):151-164. 

Collier, David, and James E. Jr. Mahon. 1993. Conceptual "Stretching" Revisited: Adapting Categories in 
Comparative Analysis. AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE REVIEW 87 (4):845-855. 

Collins, Frank. 1982. Managerial accounting systems and organizational control: A role perspective. 
ACCOUNTING, ORGANIZATIONS AND SOCIETY 7 (2):107-122. 

Crawford, Sue E. S., and Elinor Ostrom. 1995. A Grammar of Institutions. AMERICAN POLITICAL 
SCIENCE REVIEW 89 (3, September):582-600. 

Crittenden, Kathleen S. 1983. Sociological Aspects of Attribution. ANNUAL REVIEW OF SOCIOLOGY  
9:425-446. 

Curran, Sara R. 2002. Agency, Accountability, and Embedded Relations: 'What's Love Got to Do With It?' 
JOURNAL OF MARRIAGE & FAMILY 64 (3):577-584. 

Dascal, Marcelo, and Alan G. Gross. 1999. The Marriage of Pragmatics and Rhetoric. PHILOSOPHY AND 
RHETORIC  32 (3):107-130. 

Dewey, John. 1997 [1910]. HOW WE THINK . Mineola, N.Y.: Dover Publications. 
Diamond, Larry. 1999. Institutions of Accountability. HOOVER DIGEST. 
DiIulio, John J., Jr., Gerald Garvey, and Donald Kettl. 1993. IMPROVING GOVERNMENT 

PERFORMANCE: AN OWNER'S MANUAL. Washington, DC: Brookings. 
Dodd, Lawrence C., and Richard L. Schott. 1979. CONGRESS AND THE ADMINISTRATIVE STATE. New 

York: John Wiley. 
Douglas, David C. 1964. WILLIAM THE CONQUEROR: THE NORMAN IMPACT UPON ENGLAND. 

Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 
Douglas, Lawrence. 2001. THE MEMORY OF JUDGMENT: MAKING LAW AND HISTORY IN THE 

TRIALS OF THE HOLOCAUST. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
Doxtader, Erik. 2001. Making Rhetorical History in a Time of Transition: The Occasion, Constitution, and 

Representation of South African Reconciliation. RHETORIC & PUBLIC AFFAIRS 4 (2):223-260. 



 

 23 

Dubnick, Mel. 1998. Clarifying Accountability: An Ethical Theory Framework. In PUBLIC SECTOR 
ETHICS: FINDING AND IMPLEMENTING VALUES, edited by N. P. Charles Sampford, with C-
A Bois. Leichhardt, NSW, Australia: The Federation Press/Routledge. 

Dubnick, Melvin J., and Jonathan B. Justice. 2002. But Can You Trust Them To Be Ethical? Paper read at 
Paul Van Riper Symposium, 63rd Annual Meeting of the American Society for Public 
Administration, March 23, at Phoenix, AZ. 

Dubnick, Melvin J., and Barbara S. Romzek. 1991. AMERICAN PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION: POLITICS 
AND THE MANAGEMENT OF EXPECTATIONS. New York: Macmillan. 

Dubnick, Melvin J., and Barbara S. Romzek. 1993. Accountability and the Centrality of Expectations in 
American Public Administration. In RESEARCH IN PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION , edited by J. L. 
Perry. Greenwich CT: JAI PRESS. 

Dunn, Delmer D. , and Jerome S. Jr. Legge. 2001. U.S. Local Government Managers and the Complexity 
of Responsibility and Accountability in Democratic Governance. JOURNAL OF PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATION RESEARCH AND THEORY  11 (1):73-88. 

Edelman, Murray J. 1960. Symbols and Political Quiescence. AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE REVIEW 
54 (3):695-704. 

Eisenhardt, Kathleen M. 1989. Agency Theory: An Assessment And Review. ACADEMY OF 
MANAGEMENT REVIEW 14 (1):57-. 

Eisenstadt, S. N. 1969. THE POLITICAL SYSTEMS OF EMPIRES. New York: Free Press. 
Ellis, Richard. 2002. DEMOCRATIC DELUSIONS: THE INITIATIVE PROCESS IN AMERICA . Lawrence: 

University Press of Kansas. 
Elster, Jon. 1999. Accountability in Athenian Politics. In DEMOCRACY, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND 

REPRESENTATION , edited by A. Przeworski, S. C. Stokes and B. Manin. Cambridge, U.K. ; 
New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Emirbayer, Mustafa, and Ann Mische. 1998. What Is Agency? AMERICAN JOURNAL OF SOCIOLOGY  
103 (4, January):962-1023. 

Ezzamel, Mahmoud. 1997. Accounting, Control And Accountability: Preliminary Evidence From Ancient 
Egypt. CRITICAL PERSPECTIVES ON ACCOUNTING 8 (6):563-601. 

Fenstermacher, Gary D. 1979. Educational Accountability: Features of the Concept. THEORY INTO 
PRACTICE  18 (5):330-335. 

Finer, Herman. 1941. Administrative Responsibility in Democratic Government. PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 1 (4, Summer):335-350. 

Fligstein, Neil , and Robert Feeland. 1995. Theoretical and Comparative Perspectives on Corporate 
Organization. ANNUAL REVIEW OF SOCIOLOGY 21:21-43. 

Forsythe, Dall W. 2001. QUICKER BETTER CHEAPER? MANAGING PERFORMANCE IN 
AMERICAN GOVERNMENT. x, 636 p. 

Fox, Charles J. 1996. Reinventing government as postmodern symbolic politics. PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 56 (3):256. 

Fox, Charles J., and Hugh T. Miller. 1995. POSTMODERN PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION: TOWARD 
DISCOURSE. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publishers. 

Fukuyama, Francis. 1995. TRUST: THE SOCIAL VIRTUES AND THE CREATION OF PROSPERITY . 
New York: Free Press. 

Fusarelli, Lance D., and James R. Crawford. 2001. Introduction. EDUCATION & URBAN SOCIETY 33 
(2):107-112. 

Garrett, Terence M. 2001. The Waco, Texas, ATF Raid and Challenger Launch Decision: Management, 
Judgment, and the Knowledge Analytic. AMERICAN REVIEW OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION  
31 (1):66-86. 

Gaskins, Richard H. 1992. BURDENS OF PROOF IN MODERN DISCOURSE. New Haven: Yale 
University Press. 

Gerson, Allan, and Jerry Adler. 2001. THE PRICE OF TERROR: ONE BOMB, ONE PLANE, 270 LIVES: 
THE HISTORY-MAKING STRUGGLE FOR JUSTICE AFTER PAN AM 103. New York: 
HarperCollins. 

Gibson, James L., and Amanda Gouws. 1999. Truth and reconciliation in South Africa: Attributions of 
blame and the struggle over apartheid. AMERICAN POLITICAL SCIENCE REVIEW 93 (3, 
September):501-517. 



 

 24 

Gilbert, Charles E. 1959. The Framework of Administrative Responsibility. JOURNAL OF POLITICS 21 
(August 3,):373-407. 

Given, James. 1990. STATE AND SOCIETY IN  MEDIEVAL EUROPE: GWYNEDD AND LANGUEDOC 
UNDER OUTSIDE RULE. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 

Goldhagen, Daniel Jonah. 1996. HITLER'S WILLING EXECUTIONERS: ORDINARY GERMANS AND 
THE HOLOCAUST. New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 

Gore, Albert. 1993. FROM RED TAPE TO RESULTS: CREATING A GOVERNMENT THAT WORKS 
BETTER AND COSTS LESS: Report of the National Performance Review. Washington, DC: 
USGPO. 

Gore, Albert. 1996. THE BEST KEPT SECRETS IN GOVERNMENT: A REPORT TO PRESIDENT 
BILL CLINTON. Washington, DC: National Performance Review. 

Grant, C. K. 1949. Promises. MIND, New Series 58 (231):359-366. 
Green, Melanie C., Penny Visser, and Philip E. Tetlock. 2000. Coping with accountability cross-pressures: 

Low-effort evasive tactics and high-effort quests for complex compromises. PERSONALITY AND 
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY BULLETIN  26 (11 November):1380-1391. 

Gross, Alan G. 1996. THE RHETORIC OF SCIENCE . 1st Harvard University Press pbk. ed. Cambridge, 
Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Gross, Alan G. , and Marcelo Dascal. 2001. The Conceptual Unity of Aristotle's Rhetoric. PHILOSOPHY 
AND RHETORIC  34 (4):275-291. 

Gruber, Judith E. 1987. CONTROLLING BUREAUCRACIES: DILEMMAS IN DEMOCRATIC 
GOVERNANCE. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 

Gupta, Parveen P. , Mark W. Dirsmith, and Timo thy J. Fogarty. 1994. Coordination and Control in a 
Government Agency: Contingency and Institutional Theory Perspectives on GAO Audits. 
ADMINISTRATIVE SCIENCE QUARTERLY 39 (2):264-284. 

Gutmann, Amy, and Dennis Thompson. 1996. DEMOCRACY AND DISAGREEMENT. Cambridge, MA: 
Belknap Harvard. 

Harris, Joseph P. 1964. CONGRESSIONAL CONTROL OF ADMINISTRATION . Washington DC: 
Brookings Institution. 

Held, David. 1996. MODELS OF DEMOCRACY. 2nd ed. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 
Hilberg, Raul. 1992. PERPETRATORS, VICTIMS, BYSTANDERS: THE JEWISH CATASTROPHE, 1933-

1945. New York: Harper. 
Hollister, C. Warren. 1961. The Norman Conquest and the Genesis of English Feudalism. AMERICAN 

HISTORICAL REVIEW 66 (3):641-663. 
Hollister, C. Warren , and John W. Baldwin. 1978. The Rise of Administrative Kingship: Henry I and 

Philip Augustus. AMERICAN HISTORICAL REVIEW 83 (4):867-905. 
Holzer, Marc, and Kathe Callahan. 1998. GOVERNMENT AT WORK: BEST PRACTICES AND MODEL 

PROGRAMS. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 
Howard, Philip K. 1994. THE DEATH OF COMMON SENSE: HOW LAW IS SUFFOCATING AMERICA. 

New York: Random House. 
Hoyt, Robert S. 1950. Royal Taxation and the Growth of the Realm in Mediaeval England. SPECULUM  25 

(1):36-48. 
Johnson-Laird, Philip N. 1983. MENTAL MODELS: TOWARDS A COGNITIVE SCIENCE OF 

LANGUAGE, INFERENCE, AND CONSCIOUSNESS. Cambridge, MA: harvard University Press. 
Kanigel, Robert. 1997. THE ONE BEST WAY: FREDERICK WINSLOW TAYLOR AND THE ENIGMA OF 

EFFICIENCY, Sloan technology series. New York: Viking. 
Kaufman, Herbert. 1973. ADMINISTRATIVE FEEDBACK: MONITORING SUBORDINATES' 

BEHAVIOR . Washington DC: Brookings Institution. 
Kearney, Richard C., and Evan M. Berman, eds. 1999. PUBLIC SECTOR PERFORMANCE: 

MANAGEMENT, MOTIVATION, AND MEASUREMENT, ASPA classics. Boulder, Colo.: 
Westview Press. 

Kearns, Kevin P. 1994. The strategic management of accountability in nonprofit organizations: An 
analytical framework. PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 54 (2, March/April):185-192. 

Kearns, Kevin P. 1996. MANAGING FOR ACCOUNTABILITY: PRESERVING THE PUBLIC TRUST IN 
PUBLIC AND NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Kettl, Donald F. 2000. THE GLOBAL PUBLIC MANAGEMENT REVOLUTION: A REPORT ON THE 
TRANSFORMATION OF GOVERNANCE. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press. 



 

 25 

Khademian, Anne M. 1996. CHECKING ON BANKS: AUTONOMY AND ACCOUNTABILITY IN THREE 
FEDERAL AGENCIES. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution. 

Klingner, Donald E., John Nalbandian, and Barbara S. Romzek. 2002. Politics, Administration, and 
Markets: Conflicting Expectations and Accountability. AMERICAN REVIEW OF PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATION  32 (2):117-144. 

Kuhn, Thomas S. 1970. THE STRUCTURE OF SCIENTIFIC REVOLUTIONS. 2nd ed. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press. 

Kuhn, Thomas S. 1982. Commensurability, Comparability, Communicability. PSA: PROCEEDINGS OF 
THE BIENNIAL MEETING OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE ASSOCIATION  1982 (2):669-
688. 

Lakoff, George. 1987. WOMEN, FIRE, AND DANGEROUS THINGS: WHAT CATEGORIES REVEAL 
ABOUT THE MIND. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

Lakoff, George, and Mark Johnson. 1999. PHILOSOPHY IN THE FLESH: THE EMBODIED MIND AND 
ITS CHALLENGE TO WESTERN THOUGHT. New York: Basic Books. 

Laver, Michael, and Kenneth A. Shepsle. 1999. Government Accountability in Parliamentary Democracy. 
In DEMOCRACY, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND REPRESENTATION , edited by A. Przeworski, S. C. 
Stokes and B. Manin. Cambridge, U.K. ; New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Leithwood, Kenneth, and Lorna Earl. 2000. Educational Accountability Effects: An International 
Perspective. PEABODY JOURNAL OF EDUCATION  75 (4):200-215. 

Lerner, Jennifer S. , Julie H. Goldberg, and Philip E. Tetlock. 1998. Sober second thought: The effects of 
accountability, anger, and authoritarianism on attributions of responsibility. PERSONALITY AND 
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY BULLETIN  24 (6 June):563-574. 

Lieberman, Jethro K. 1981. THE LITIGIOUS SOCIETY . New York: Basic Books. 
Livingston, William S. 1976. Britain and America: The Institutionalization of Accountability. JOURNAL 

OF POLITICS 38 (4):879-894. 
MacIntyre, Alasdair C. 1984. AFTER VIRTUE: A STUDY IN MORAL THEORY . 2nd ed. Notre Dame, Ind.: 

University of Notre Dame Press. 
March, James G., and Johan P. Olsen. 1989. REDISCOVERING INSTITUTIONS: THE 

ORGANIZATIONAL BASIS OF POLITICS. New York: Free Press. 
March, James G., and Johan P. Olsen. 1995. DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE. New York: Free Press. 
McMahon, Christopher. 1994. AUTHORITY AND DEMOCRACY: A GENERAL THEORY OF 

GOVERNMENT AND MANAGEMENT. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
McMahon, Christopher. 1995. The Political Theory of Organizations and Business Ethics. PHILOSOPHY 

AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS 24 (4):292-313. 
McSparran, Frances. 2002. Middle English Compendium/Middle English Dictionary University of 

Michigan Digital Library Production Service, 2001 [cited August 1 2002]. Available fro m 
http://ets.umdl.umich.edu/m/med/. 

Melucci, Alberto. 1996. CHALLENGING CODES: COLLECTIVE ACTION IN THE INFORMATION AGE , 
Cambridge cultural social studies. Cambridge England ; New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Minow, Martha. 1998. BETWEEN VENGEANCE AND FORGIVENESS: FACING HISTORY AFTER 
GENOCIDE AND MASS VIOLENCE. Boston: Beacon Press. 

Minsky, Marvin. 2002. A Framework for Representing Knowledge (Memo 306)  MIT-AI Laboratory, 1974 
[cited August 15 2002]. Available from 
http://web.media.mit.edu/~minsky/papers/Frames/frames.html. 

Mitnick, Barry M. 1980. THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF RETGULATION: CREATING, DESIGNING, 
AND REMOVING...  New York: Columbia University Press. 

Mitnick, Barry M., ed. 1993. CORPORATE POLITICAL AGENCY: THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
COMPETITION IN PUBLIC AFFAIRS. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Moe, Terry M. 1984. The New Economics of Organization. AMERICAN JOURNAL OF POLITICAL 
SCIENCE 28 (4, November):739-777. 

Morgan, Peter W., and Glenn H. Reynolds. 1997. THE APPEARANCE OF IMPROPRIETY: HOW THE 
ETHICS WARS HAVE UNDERMINED AMERICAN GOVERNMENT, BUSINESS, AND 
SOCIETY. New York: Free Press. 

Mulgan, Richard. 2000. 'Accountability': An Ever-Expanding Concept? PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION  78 
(3):555-573. 



 

 26 

Mulgan, Richard, and John Uhr. 2001. Accountability And Governance Graduate Program in Public Policy, 
Australian National University, September 2000 [cited April 16 2001]. Available from 
E:\LIBRARY\Articles\Mulgan & Uhr 2000.pdf. 

Munro, Rolland. 1997. Power, Conduct and Accountability: re-distributing discretion and the new 
technologies of managing. University of Manchester, UK: The 5th Interdisciplinary Perspectives 
on Accounting Conference. 

Nelson, John S., Allan Megill, and Deirdre N. McCloskey, eds. 1987. THE RHETORIC OF THE HUMAN 
SCIENCES: LANGUAGE AND ARGUMENT IN SCHOLARSHIP AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 
Rhetoric of the human sciences. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press. 

Nichols, Mary P. 1987. Aristotle's Defense of Rhetoric. JOURNAL OF POLITICS 49 (3):657-677. 
Oakerson, Ronald J. 1989. Governance Structures for Enhancing Accountability and Responsiveness. In 

HANDBOOK OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION , edited by J. L. Perry. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass Publishers. 

O'Donnell, Guillermo. 1998. Horizontal Accountability in New Democracies. JOURNAL OF 
DEMOCRACY 9 (3,):112-126. 

OED. 2002. OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONARY ONLINE (2nd) Oxford University Press, Quarterly 1989 
[cited 2002]. Available from http://osiyou.cc.columbia.edu:2093/. 

Ogawa, Rodney T., and Ed Collom. 2000. Using Performance Indicators to Hold Schools Accountable: 
Implicit Assumptions and Inherent Tensions. PEABODY JOURNAL OF EDUCATION  75 (4):200-
215. 

Orbuch, Terri L. 1997. People's Accounts Count: The Sociology of Accounts. ANNUAL REVIEW OF 
SOCIOLOGY  23 (1):455-18. 

Orr, Robert. 2002. Governing When Chaos Rules: Enhancing Governance and Participation. 
WASHINGTON QUARTERLY 25 (4):139-152. 

Ostrom, Elinor. 1990. GOVERNING THE COMMONS: THE EVOLUTION OF INSTITUTIONS FOR 
COLLECTIVE ACTION . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Ostrom, Elinor. 1999. Coping With Tragedies Of The Commons. ANNUAL REVIEW OF POLITICAL 
SCIENCE 2:493-23. 

Pentland, Brian T., and Henry H. Rueter. 1994. Organizational Routines as Grammars of Action. 
ADMINISTRATIVE SCIENCE QUARTERLY 39 (3):484-510. 

Perelman, Chaïm, and Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca. 1969. THE NEW RHETORIC: A TREATISE ON 
ARGUMENTATION . Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press. 

Przeworski, Adam, Susan Carol Stokes, and Bernard Manin, eds. 1999. DEMOCRACY, 
ACCOUNTABILITY, AND REPRESENTATION . Cambridge, U.K. ; New York: Cambridge 
University Press. 

Quine, W. V., and J. S. Ullian. 1978. THE WEB OF BELIEF. 2nd ed. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Radin, Beryl A. 1998. The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA): Hydra-headed monster or 

flexible management tool? PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 58 (4, July/August):307-316. 
Radin, Beryl A. 2000. The government performance and results act and the tradition of federal 

management reform: Square pegs in round holes? JOURNAL OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 
RESEARCH AND THEORY 10 (1, January):111-135. 

Redford, Emmette S. 1969. DEMOCRACY IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE STATE . New York: Oxford 
University Press. 

Roberts, Jennifer Tolbert. 1982. ACCOUNTABILITY IN ATHENIAN GOVERNMENT. Madison, WI: 
University of Wisconsin Press. 

Romzek, Barbara S., and Melvin J. Dubnick. 1987. Accountability in the public sector: lessons from the 
Challenger tragedy. PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 47 (3,):227-238. 

Romzek, Barbara S., and Melvin J. Dubnick. 1994. Issues of Accountability in Flexible Personnel Systems. 
In NEW PARADIGMS FOR GOVERNMENT: ISSUES FOR THE CHANGING PUBLIC 
SERVICE, edited by P. W. Ingraham and B. S. Romzek. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Romzek, Barbara S., and Melvin J. Dubnick. 2000. Accountability. In DEFINING PUBLIC 
ADMINISTRATION: SELECTIONS FROM THE INTERNATIONAL ENCYCLOPEDIA OF 
PUBLIC POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION , edited by J. M. Shafritz. Boulder, CO: Westview 
Press. 



 

 27 

Romzek, Barbara S., and Patricia Wallace Ingraham. 2000. Cross pressures of accountability: Initiative, 
command, and failure in the Ron Brown plane crash. PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 60 
(3):240-253. 

Rose-Ackerman, Susan. 1999. CORRUPTION AND GOVERNMENT: CAUSES, CONSEQUENCES, AND 
REFORM . New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Rosen, Bernard. 1989. HOLDING GOVERNMENT BUREAUCRACIES ACCOUNTABLE. 2nd ed. New 
York: Praeger Publishers. 

Rosenbloom, David H. 2000. BUILDING A LEGISLATIVE-CENTERED PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION: 
CONGRESS AND THE ADMINISTRATIVE STATE, 1946-1999 . Tuscaloosa: University of 
Alabama Press. 

Rotberg, Robert I., and Dennis F. Thompson, eds. 2000. TRUTH V. JUSTICE: THE MORALITY OF 
TRUTH COMMISSIONS. Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press. 

Schedler, Andreas, Larry Jay Diamond, and Marc F. Plattner, eds. 1999. THE SELF-RESTRAINING 
STATE: POWER AND ACCOUNTABILITY IN NEW DEMOCRACIES. Boulder, Colo.: Lynne 
Rienner Publishers. 

Schönbach, Peter. 1990. ACCOUNT EPISODES: THE MANAGEMENT OR ESCALATION OF 
CONFLICT. Cambridge (UK): Cambridge University Press. 

Schweiker, William. 1993. Accounting for ourselves: Accounting practice and the discourse of ethics. 
ACCOUNTING, ORGANIZATIONS AND SOCIETY 18 (2-3):231-252. 

Scott, Marvin B., and Stanford M. Lyman. 1968. Accounts. AMERICAN SOCIOLOGICAL REVIEW 33 (1, 
February):46-62. 

Scott, William G. 1992. CHESTER I. BARNARD AND THE GUARDIANS OF THE MANAGERIAL 
STATE. Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas. 

Searle, John R. 1969. SPEECH ACTS: AN ESSAY IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE . London,: 
Cambridge U.P. 

Selznick, Philip. 1992. THE MORAL COMMONWEALTH: SOCIAL THEORY AND THE PROMISE OF 
COMMUNITY. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 

Shapiro, Susan P. 1987. The Social Control of Impersonal Trust. AMERICAN JOURNAL OF SOCIOLOGY  
93 (3):623-658. 

Shearer, Teri. 2002. Ethics and accountability: from the for-itself to the for-the-other. ACCOUNTING, 
ORGANIZATIONS AND SOCIETY 27 (6):541-573. 

Sinclair, Amanda. 1995. The chameleon of accountability: Forms and discourses. ACCOUNTING, 
ORGANIZATIONS AND SOCIETY 20 (2/3):219-237. 

Skowronek, Stephen. 1982. BUILDING A NEW AMERICAN STATE: THE EXPANSION OF NATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATIVE CAPACITIES, 1877-1920 . Cambridge (UK): Cambridge University Press. 

Smiley, Marion. 1992. MORAL RESPONSIBILITY AND THE BOUNDARIES OF COMMUNITY: POWER 
AND ACCOUNTABILITY FROM A PRAGMATIC POINT OF VIEW. Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. 

Sofsky, Wolfgang. 1996. THE ORDER OF TERROR: THE CONCENTRATION CAMP. Translated by W. 
Templer. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Spiro, Herbert J. 1969. RESPONSIBILITY IN GOVERNMENT: THEORY AND PRACTICE. New York: 
Van Nostrand Reinhold Co. 

Taylor, Frederick Winslow. 1967. THE PRINCIPLES OF SCIENTIFIC MANAGEMENT. New York: W. 
W. Norton. 

Teitel, Ruti G. 2000. TRANSITIONAL JUSTICE. Oxford ; New York: Oxford University Press. 
Tetlock, Philip E. 1983a. Accountability and complexity of thought. JOURNAL OF PERSONALITY AND 

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 45 (1,):74-83. 
Tetlock, Philip E. 1983b. Accountability and the Perseverance of First Impressions. SOCIAL 

PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY 46 (4, December):285-292. 
Tetlock, Philip E. 1985. Accountability: A Social Check on the Fundamental Attribution Error. SOCIAL 

PSYCHOLOGY QUARTERLY 48 (3, September):227-236. 
Tetlock, Philip E., Linda Skitka, and Richard Boettger. 1989. Social and cognitive strategies for coping 

with accountability: Conformity, complexity, and bolstering. JOURNAL OF PERSONALITY AND 
SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 57 (4,):632-640. 



 

 28 

Thompson, Frank J., ed. 1993. REVITALIZING STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC SERVICE: 
STRENGTHENING PERFORMANCE, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND CITIZEN CONFIDENCE. San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Toulmin, Stephen E. 1958. THE USES OF ARGUMENT. Cambridge (UK): Cambridge University Press. 
UN. Resolution Adopted by the General Assembly, A/RES/56/1: Condemnation of terrorist attacks in the 

United States of America United Nations, 2001 [cited August 15, 2002. 
Waterman, Richard W., and Kenneth J. Meier. 1998. Principal-agent models: An expansion? JOURNAL 

OF PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION RESEARCH AND THEORY 8 (2):173-202. 
Weick, Karl E. 1995. SENSEMAKING IN ORGANIZATIONS. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Williamson, Oliver E., ed. 1995. ORGANIZATION THEORY: FROM CHESTER BARNARD TO THE 

PRESENT AND BEYOND. Expanded ed. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Wirth, Wolfgang. 1991. Responding to Citizens' Needs: From Bureaucratic Accountability to Individual 

Coproduction in the Public Sector. In KAUFMANN 1991. 
Wittgenstein, Ludwig. 1968. PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS. Translated by G. E. M. Anscombe. 3d 

ed. New York,: Macmillan. 
Wolf, William B. 1974. THE BASIC BARNARD: AN INTRODUCTION TO CHESTER I. BARNARD AND 

HIS THEORIES OF ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT, ILR paperback no. 14. Ithaca: New 
York State School of Industrial and Labor Relations Cornell University. 

Wood, B. Dan, and Richard W. Waterman. 1993. The Dynamics of Political-Bureaucratic Adaptation. 
AMERICAN JOURNAL OF POLITICAL SCIENCE 37 (no. 2, May):497-528. 

Wuthnow, Robert. 1987. MEANING AND MORAL ORDER: EXPLORATIONS IN CULTURAL ANALYSIS . 
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 

Yakel, Elizabeth. 2001. The Social Construction of Accountability: Radiologists and Their Record -Keeping 
Practices. THE INFORMATION SOCIETY  17 (4):233 - 245.



TABLE 1: Proposed “Accountability” Legislation, 107th Congress* 
*As of August 15, 2002 

 
ACCOUNTABILITY for Accountants Act of 2002 (Introduced in House)[H.R.3617.IH] Executive ACCOUNTABILITY Act of 2002 (Introduced in House)[H.R.5088.IH] 
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