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As the countries in South Asia embark upon decentralisation and strengthening of local governance 

institutions, it is imperative that the accountability mechanisms for these institutions are established, 

made functional and institutionalised. However, there have been a general dissatisfaction and 

disappointments with the institutional accountability mechanisms, as they could hardly ensure 

downward accountability of the local governance institutions to the citizens at large and to the poor and 

the marginalised in particular. Civil Society Organisations (CSO) and various citizen associations, in the 

last decade, have come forward not only to demand accountability from these institutions but also 

innovated a variety of mechanism to hold the elected local governments accountable within the 

framework of participatory democracy. Such approaches, mechanisms and tools fall under the broad 

rubric of social accountability. In many South Asian countries, the use of such social accountability 

mechanisms by the citizens are changing the nature of relationship between the state and the citizen, 

thereby fostering a new way of looking at citizenship. The current study was undertaken with a view to 

analyse such experiences from Bangladesh, India, Nepal and Sri Lanka so that the lessons could be 

shared with a range of practitioners and policy makers. 
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This paper aims to analyse the processes of establishing diverse forms of social accountability 

mechanisms, their application and their outcomes in varying political and socio-economic contexts of 

different South Asian countries. The countries in focus here are India, Bangladesh, Nepal and Sri Lanka, 

ǿƘŜǊŜ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΣ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǎƛȄǘȅ ȅŜŀǊǎ ƻƭŘ ƻǊ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ŘŜŎŀŘŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 

experiences remain largely similar in terms of the democratic deficits they face in the form of poor 

accountability and lack of transparency in public institutions, non-participatory methods of designing 

policies, and corrupt and inefficient institutions. Hence, in the given scenario the relevance of social 

accountability mechanisms becomes even more pronounced as it offers citizens opportunities to engage 

with government and monitor the delivery of public services which are quite critical to the development 

ƻŦ {ƻǳǘƘ !ǎƛŀΩǎ ǇƻƻǊ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ƻŦΦ 

The study is based on primary research conducted through tools like focused group discussions with 

stakeholders, interviews with community leaders and government officials in the countries in focus. The 

study aims to explore the factors responsible for making social accountability initiatives successful; the 

role participation can play in the empowerment of the people; the ways different forms of social 

accountability initiatives interact and create new models of accountability; and if social accountability 

initiatives can be instrumental in making local governance institutions accountable. To capture these 

processes effectively, the scope of this study is limited to local governance institutions. The following 

case studies have been prepared and analysed: 

Sl. 

No.  

Title of Case Studies   Partner Organisation  

1. Public Hearings  as Democratic Accountability Tool, Nepal                    Pro Public, Nepal  

2. Social Accountability through Community Radio, Nepal Pro Public, Nepal 

3. Community Based Monitoring and Health Services , Bangladesh PRIP Trust, Bangladesh 

4. Civic Participation in Budget Preparation and Monitoring,  Bangladesh  PRIP Trust, Bangladesh 

5. Winning Land for the Displaced in Walapane, Sri Lanka South Asia Partnership, 

Sri Lanka 

6. LƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ /ƘŀǊǘŜǊΣ 5ŀƳōǳƭƭŀΣ {Ǌƛ Lanka South Asia Partnership, 

Sri Lanka 

Dissatisfaction with centralised institutions and the political systems of World War II led to reforms like 

decentralised governance and parallel government agencies for checks and balance. However, citizens 

still remained distant observers in governance, so varied models of accountability where the 

government was directly accountable to the citizens began to be explored. Citizens were looking for 

democratic accountability mechanisms which were more participative, inclusive and offered frequent 

interface with governance institutions. Some on-going and direct accountability mechanisms like 

participative budget, social audit, and citizen report cards would fall in this framework of democratic 

accountability. Democratic Accountability has been analysed here in the binary framework of vertical 

accountability and horizontal accountability. Whether these categories can singly address the 

accountability issues or combination of methods need to be tried. 

The presence of certain favourable conditions or enabling factors can be crucial for the success of social 

accountability mechanisms. These enablers have been identified as supportive laws and institutions, 
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power of information, information, communication and technology as mobiliser, local capacity building, 

local ownership, development of coalition and wider constituencies.  

An analysis of the enabling factors reveals that constitutional provisions need to be complemented by 

legal provisions and policies. In Nepal, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka, while the democratic structure of the 

country entails constitutional provisions and rights that provide a sound enabling framework for the 

establishing and application of social accountability mechanisms, the need is to complement such 

constitutional provisions by equally robust laws and policies, which make room for establishing social 

accountability mechanisms.  

tŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎǊǳŎƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΣ bDhǎ ŀƴŘ 

CBOs lead sustained mobilisations and awareness programmes. Bearing the cost of these initiatives at 

the local level can be a challenge. The State led social accountability initiatives are financed by 

government agencies, but the cost of supporting the citizen led social accountability initiative remains a 

problem area as they are unlikely to find support from government agencies and tend to be viewed with 

scepticism. The scale and outreach of citizen led initiatives can be a limitation which can be addressed 

by building local ownership, reduction of the complexity of programmes and encourage collaboration 

between different actors to make these initiatives sustainable.  

It has been accepted that for social accountability mechanisms to be effective, broad-based 

participation from diverse groups is vital. To a large extent the enablers of social accountability 

mechanisms determine the scale, breadth and depth of participation, but they may not necessarily 

ensure substantive participation as several factors can adveǊǎŜƭȅ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 

participate. The threat of facing division, control and co-option of citizens and civil society by the 

government; the exclusion of marginalised and discriminated groups from participatory spaces; and the 

suppression ƻŦ ǇƻƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǾƻƛŎŜǎ ōȅ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ŜƭƛǘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΣ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜǎ ƛƴ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ 

effective participation of people, reducing it to mere tokenism. Legal protection is therefore not enough 

and how social and economic forces can be prevented from subverting the rights of poor social groups 

needs to be assessed. For this the need is to initiate long term processes of social mobilisation and local 

ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǎǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǘƻƪŜƴƛǎƳΦ Besides participation, 

ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ interface with the local government for the presentation of their demands is an equally 

important stage of social accountability and was also visible in the case studies.  

The case studies of participatory budget ς Bangladesh, public hearing ς Nepal and community score card 

ς .ŀƴƎƭŀŘŜǎƘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ōƻǘƘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ 

citizens and the State. As demonstrated, the participation of citizens in all the social accountability 

ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŜȄŎŜǇǘ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴΩs Charter was substantial. However, the ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŦŀŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 

in the six case studies showed tremendous variation.  

The impact and effectiveness of the various social accountability mechanisms was varied in different 

countries of South Asia.  

The case studies show evidence of significant improvements both for the government authorities and 

the people. Besides improvement in public service delivery and a positive change in the attitude of 

government officials, systematic changes like the formation of Standing Committees for the 

ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛǎŜŘ ƛƴ .ŀƴƎƭŀŘŜǎƘΤ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀǳŘƛƻ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ /ƘŀǊǘŜǊ ƛƴ bŜǇŀƭ ŀƴŘ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ Charter in 

Sri Lanka came about. 
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Social accountability mechanisms proved to be empowering tools for the marginalised in Nepal and 

Bangladesh, taught them to negotiate and network with the local government and challenge the power 

structure in society through their collective voice.  

Similarly, the citizen monitoring of water and sanitation in urban areas conducted by PRIA in its project 

ά²ŀǊŘ ²ŀǘǎŀƴ ²ŀǘŎƘ ό²оύέ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƎŀƎŜŘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǊȅ 

ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ Ǉŀrticipation in raising accountability issues with local governance bodies.  

The impact and effectiveness of social accountability mechanisms did not depend on which agency was 

leading the exercise, but on the efforts made by the agencies in preparing and making use of the existing 

enabling environment. 

A number of constraints of democratic accountability have been identified as follows: 

 A deficient democratic structure, rules, policies and institutions can be a serious hindrance in the 

use of social accountability mechanisms in local government in the region. While India, Bangladesh 

and Nepal have provisions for democratic structures, Sri Lanka, Afghanistan and Pakistan are still a 

long way from progressing in this direction. 

 The multiplicity of institutions and sharing of political authority across a number of levels creates 

institutional complexities that lead to democratic deficits, thereby posing challenges in ensuring 

accountability.  

 The capacity deficit among government, communities and CSOs, despite the existence of legal 

mechanisms can prove to be a hindrance at the outset.   

 In interface with the government, CSOs may face challenges of compromise, co-option and conflict.  

 Ethnicity, illiteracy and caste discriminations exclude the marginalised sections of society including 

women, indigenous communities from participating in accountability processes. 

 Cost of social accountability- The support for the initiative in terms of human and financial resources 

can be substantial which the poor communities and even the government and CSOs in South Asia 

may not be able to afford.  

An enabling political context is a prerequisite for the successful application of social accountability 

mechanisms. Democratic political systems in India, Sri Lanka, Nepal, Bhutan, Pakistan and Bangladesh 

define the constitutional rights of citizens but the need is to reinvent these mechanisms to be applicable 

even in non-democratic States where lessons drawn from the South Asian context can prove useful.  

Evidently, the success of social accountability mechanisms cannot be judged merely on the basis of 

whether it is State-led or citizen-led, rather a mix of social accountability processes are more likely to 

ensure accountability. Therefore, such initiatives should not be myopically viewed as simply demand 

driven or supply driven, but should consider suitable entry points, possibilities for synergy between the 

State and society and the right mix of social accountability tools.  

Countries in South Asia are at different stages of evolution of democratic accountability in local 

governance. While India, Bangladesh and Nepal have enacted laws of democratic accountability with 

varying degrees of success, Sri Lanka, Pakistan and Afghanistan are yet to see the start of effective social 

accountability initiatives. Civil society organisations can be instrumental in building the credibility of 

these instruments, but the need is to identify suitable ways of interventions in keeping with the differing 

socio-political contexts.   

In order to make laws and policies on social accountability effective, wider coalitions of the actors is  

important where local government, citizens, CSOs, national and international NGOs and donors work in 
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close collaboration, share experiences and the synergy between different partners can help to build 

trust between the State and citizens.  

The capacity deficit of government officials, CSOs and citizens on social accountability should be 

addressed by planning capacity building programmes using ICT. This was seen in the case study on Social 

Audit in India. International donors and NGOs should come up with training manuals, brochures etc. of 

social accountability on specific themes relevant for the country.  

Evidence from Nepal and Bangladesh proves that the active engagement of political parties can be 

critical for the support of social accountability initiatives. Social accountability practices should be linked 

to the institutional structure of governance and public servants should be provided incentives for 

promoting its use and penalised for not following the legal mandate of social accountability. The 

establishing of e-governance would be beneficial in many ways for the government authorities and also 

for NGOs and CBOs. Support can be drawn from international experience to prepare citizen friendly 

software. South Asia is widely inhabited by poor and marginalised communities facing caste and ethnic 

biases, it is essential to involve these excluded groups to bring in long term improvements.  

South Asia continues to face problems of rampant corruption, threats from military dictatorships and 

religious fundamentalism, which reiterates the need for democratic institutions to constantly reinvent 

themselves and build a greater stake for citizens to enable them to preserve these institutions, 

Establishing context-specific social accountability systems in local governance can play a key role in this 

process.   
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Synthesis Paper 
 
Democratic Accountability in 
Local Governance Institutions:  
Experiences from South Asia 

- Vikas Jha, PRIA Global Partnership, India 

1. Introduction  

South Asia is a unique region with diverse kinds of political systems. The eight countries of the region 

have had different experiences of democratic evolution with some countries often falling off the 

democratic map. The countries under study here, Bangladesh, India, Nepal and Sri Lanka vary in terms of 

time scale and democracy ratings1, but the democratic experiences of the citizens by and large seem to 

be similar. These countries, whether it is a sixty year old democracy or a decade old democracy, suffer 

from several common democratic deficits. These deficits are often identified as the lack of transparency 

and accountability in the working of public institutions, poor implementation of rule of law to guarantee 

individual and group rights and security, non-participatory methods of designing policies, programmes 

and service delivery by the government institutions and the absence of effective institutions for 

checking corruption. Most administrative structures are inefficient and incompetent and are therefore 

unable to deliver the services mandated to them; systems of decision making about resource allocations 

and expenditures remain opaque and archaic and corruption is widespread. 

What makes matters worse is that the mechanisms for horizontal accountability2 are non-functional and 

the slow start of vertical accountability mechanisms3 in large parts of South Asia. These are the two 

mechanisms by which democratic accountability can be ensured. The operationalisation of horizontal 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ Ŧŀƭƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŘƻƳŀƛƴΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ƳǳŎƘ ǎǇŀŎŜ ŦƻǊ 

ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ ǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ 

opportunities to participate in governance processes. South Asia provides many good examples of the 

practice of vertical accountability mechanisms by citizen groups, civil society organisations (CSOs), 

community based organisations (CBOs) and donors, which offer a new direction in ensuring the 

accountability of State institutions. A new subset of democratic accountability namely social 

accountability emerged in the 1990s which cuts across both horizontal and vertical accountability 

mechanisms. It operates within both the mechanisms of accountability and aims to ensure the 

accountability of the government. Social accountability is especially relevant for local governance as it 

                                                           
1According to the Economist Intelligence Unit, the democratic ratings of Bangladesh, India, Nepal, Sri Lanka and are 5.52, 7.80, 

4.05, and 6.61 respectively. 
2Horizontal accountability is the capacity of state institutions to check the abuse of power by other public agencies and branches 

of the government; e.g. Parliament, Judiciary, Anti-Corruption Commissions, Audit Institutions, Ombudsman Offices, Human 

Rights Commissions etc. 
3Vertical accountability is the means through which citizens, mass media and civil society seek to enforce standards of good 

performance and good conduct on officials; e.g. various social accountability mechanisms, media expose etc.  
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offers opportunities to citizens to engage with the government and monitor the delivery of public 

services, which are critical to the human development of the poor citizens of South Asia.    

2. Methodology  

The objective of the research study was to collect, analyse and synthesise the processes and results of 

social accountability mechanisms in Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and Nepal in order to find out how such 

mechanisms can be applied in varying social and political contexts. The data from the above mentioned 

three countries has been collected through primary research by the partners mentioned in Table 1. For 

the collection of primary data, tools like focused group discussions (FGDs) with the community and 

stakeholders, and interviews with community leaders and government officials were used. The study has 

used a large amount of secondary data from India and the Philippines to further enrich the analysis. 

However, the scope of this study is limited to Local Governance Institutions (LGIs) for capturing these 

processes effectively.  

Table 1: Title of the Case Studies  

Sl. 

No.  

Title of Case Studies   Partner Organisation  

1. Public Hearings  as Democratic Accountability Tool, Nepal                    Pro Public, Nepal  

2. Social Accountability through Community Radio, Nepal Pro Public, Nepal 

3. Community Based Monitoring and Health Services , Bangladesh PRIP Trust, Bangladesh 

4. Civic Participation in Budget Preparation and Monitoring,  Bangladesh  PRIP Trust, Bangladesh 

5. Winning Land for the Displaced in Walapane, Sri Lanka South Asia Partnership, 

Sri Lanka 

6. LƳǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ {ŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ /ƘŀǊǘŜǊΣ Dambulla, Sri Lanka South Asia Partnership, 

Sri Lanka 

 

Before the case studies from South Asia are analysed, it would be pertinent to discuss the historical 

backdrop of democratic accountability, the changing meaning of democratic accountability and critical 

issues like enabling factors, participation and inclusion, which are important for social accountability 

mechanisms in the region.  

3. Democratic Accountability: Historical Backdrop  

The post-World War II period was the time for nation building across a number of countries. National 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜƴƧƻȅŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǘǊǳǎǘΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ 

systems of transparency and accountability had not been put in place as yet (Mulgan, 2010). Citizens 

were willing to hand over their liberties for nation building and development, which led to the 

emergence of centralised bureaucracies and political systems, which did not offer any space for the 

participation of citizens. It generated tremendous dissatisfaction among citizens who articulated their 

voice through dialogues, movements, protests and new communication mediums like television. The 

1970s was the period of the grassroots movements e.g. environmentalism (e.g. Chipko Movement in 

India), and the health movement (in Brazil) which demanded participation in the political system. 

Citizens also used the media and courts in order to pressurise the government for reform. The reform of 

decentralisation in developing countries was created to meet the growing aspirations of citizens.  It is 

important to note that a number of countries in the world especially in Latin America were not 

democracies, but they created some space for the participation of citizens. Besides this, new 
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investigative agencies such as ombudsmen and anti-corruption agencies owe their creation to this 

movement.  

¢ƘŜǎŜ ƴŜǿ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ƴƻ Řƻǳōǘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŎƘŜŎƪǎ ŀƴŘ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΩ ǎŀȅ ƛƴ 

ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ǿŀǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ƻŦ 

accountabiliǘȅ όƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎύ ōŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘΣ άǎƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ мфулǎ ŀƴŘ мффлǎ ǿƛǘƴŜǎǎŜŘ 

the emergence of varied models of social accountability initially in countries with strong pre-existing civil 

societies such as India and the Philippines and in Latin America. In Brazil, participatory budgeting 

processes, which started with neighbourhood consultations to review local government budgets, have 

led to profound changes in the operation of local government and encouraging human development 

outcomes. The Right to Information Movement in Rajasthan (India) in the 1990s helped to create the 

ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜŘ ǎŎƻǊŜŎŀǊŘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀǳŘƛǘƛƴƎέ (Walker, 2009). In the contemporary period, 

άŘƛǾŜǊǎŜ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƘŀǾŜ ŜƳŜǊƎed and each tool recognises to 

varying degrees, the rights that citizens collectively have as owners to exercise authority over those 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳέ (ibid). 

Citizens across the world living in liberal democratic systems or authoritarian systems are, thus, 

challenging the regimes of secrecy and non-accountability. Some democratic countries have started the 

process of change by enacting the Freedom of Information laws and have established policies / 

institutions for facilitating direct accountability, while others have dismissed citizen demands with 

scepticism and arrogance (Mulgan, 2010). Another set of actors who claim to be outside the ambit of 

direct accountability processes are private contractors and multi-national corporations (MNCs). Private 

contractors performing the role of government departments by delivering services and MNCs operating 

beyond national boundaries have thrown up a new challenge to accountability seekers who were 

already struggling with the non-accountability of liberal democracies. Citizens now need to be 

innovative in using the internet and developing connections across national boundaries to bring 

governments and corporations within the ambit of accountability.  

4. Democratic Accountability: Meaning, Enablers, Participation and Inclusion  

4.1 Meaning of Democratic Accountability 

In the contemporary political scenario across the world, representative democracy is considered to be 

ǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎƘŀǇŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǇƛǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΦ άwŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅ ƻŦŦŜǊǎ ŎƘŀƴƴŜƭǎ of 

communication with citizens in the decision making processes of governance and establishes 

ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ ΨǎƛŘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘǎΩ ŦƻǊ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ ŘŜƳŀƴŘǎΣ ōǳǘ 

centralizing tendencies of representative democracy like economic planning, party politics and 

bureaucratic centralisation have distanced the political system from its citizens and has become non 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƭŜέ (Bellamy & Palumbo, 2010). The representative democracies also rely heavily on elections 

as a mode of accountability, which has often been criticised ŀǎ ΨŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ŦƛǾŜ ȅŜŀǊǎΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ 

accountability has been criticised on four grounds, (WBI, 2005): άŦƛǊǎǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ information asymmetry 

both between elected officials and the electorate and between bureaucrats and elected officials; 

secondly, elections only operate ex-post; thirdly, elections only allow citizens to exercise accountability 

Ψexternally,Ω from ΨoutsideΩ of government and lastly, citizens send representatives in government 

through theƛǊ ǾƻǘŜΣ ōǳǘ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǎƪǎ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΦέ Too much 

dependency on electoral accountability has made the accountability mechanisms distorted and the 

ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ ǾƻƛŎŜ ƎŜǘǎ ƭƻǎǘ ƛƴ ƛǘǎ ƭƻƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ (Walker, 2009).  
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The other accountability mechanisms are also marred by processes such as complexities between the 

role of various institutions, judiciary delays, lack of policy reviews and programme implementation and 

inadequate punishment for the violation of administrative rules etc. (Goetz & Jenkins, 2005). These 

accountability mechanisms have failed to ensure the necessary checks and balances for making the 

political system accountable which has tilted the governance system in favour of a selected few and 

distanced it from citizens. HŜƴŎŜΣ άǘƘŜ deepening of accountability beyond elections is not just 

necessary for good governance and the rule of law, it is also central to ensuring rights and formulating 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳōŀǘƛƴƎ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅέ (Claasen  & Alpin-

Lardies, 2010). 

Philip Pettit (2010) also favours a mix of various accountability mechanisms for deepening accountability 

in representative democracy. !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ tƘƛƭƛǇ tŜǘǘƛǘΣ άǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƛǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴƻǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

democracy and three notions of popular control can be identified. Under the first conception of popular 

control, people have casual influence on government; under the second the people exercise intentional 

direction over government and under the last, people have intermediate degree of power, which is 

ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻǾŜǊ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘέ (ibid). He argues that the first conception of control 

is not demanding enough and the second is too demanding, so the ideal form of control is institutional 

control. He further dissects institutional control into two ς the marketing model and condominium 

ƳƻŘŜƭΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ άǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƳŀȄƛƳƛsŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ 

preferences similar to the market. While the condominium model demonsǘǊŀǘŜǎ άƘƻǿ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 

government electorally, constitutionally and more informally monitored by the people as parallel to the 

electoral and non-electoral measuresΧέ (ibid). Petit favours the condominium model and it seems to be 

a mix of the horizontal and vertical models of accountability.  

Accountability can be seen in the binary framework of vertical accountability and horizontal 

accountability. Some new theories like diagonal and hybrid accountability, a blend of vertical 

accountability and horizontal accountability have also been made, which indicates that the choice is not 

between vertical or horizontal accountability, but the endeavour should be to seek a blend of the two, 

to establish an effective accountability system. A brief discussion on the meaning of different categories 

of accountability would be pertinent here. 

Vertical accountability refers to the relationship between the citizen and the State, horizontal 

accountability is broadly internal to the State structure itself (Jayal, 2008). Vertical accountability can be 

exercised through elections and other mechanisms by which citizens control governments.  

άIƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŜŎƪǎ ŀƴŘ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ 

designed to ensure that due process is followed in ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƳŀƪƛƴƎέ όhΩ5ƻƴƴŜƭƭΣ нлмлύ.  

hΩ5ƻƴƴŜƭƭ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƭƛƪŜ 

the Human Rights Organisations, Independent Election Commissions, and watch dog agencies, but these 

agencies would often lack bite unless followed by media or activists (ibid: 152). However, the existence 

of a huge number of such institutions has failed to strengthen the fledgling accountability mechanisms 

in developing democracies. What is required are professional and independent organisations endowed 

ǿƛǘƘ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ άƳŜŘƛŀ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǾƛƎƛƭŀƴǘ ǘƻ 

ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿŜŀƪ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƻǊ ƛƴ ŜƴŎƻǳƴǘŜǊǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜέ (ibid: 153). The role 

of the media and research and disseminator institutes in gathering, researching and disseminating 

information on various socio-economic indicators assumes importance as this keeps the government on 

its toes. For the effective functioning of the accountability processes in the country, horizontal 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ Ǝƻ ƘŀƴŘ ƛƴ ƘŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǾŜǊǘƛŎŀƭ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦ hΩ5ƻƴƴŜƭƭ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ 




