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Introduction

The trajectory of political developments in Africa presents an interesting dialectical twist. While the process of political reforms and popular agitation for democratic change is gaining greater ferment in entrenched authoritarian civil polity like Kenya and Zimbabwe, in some other countries there has been a relapse to bare-faced political dictatorship as in Cote d’Ivoire, where the military junta recently seized political power truncating the possibility of a civil society waged political struggle for the enthronement of genuine democratic rule in that country. This tenuous political scenario suggests that the process of democratic renewal in Africa is still hazy and uncertain, and that its course will be tough and very fitful. 

However, in spite of the apparent obstacles and setbacks, the democratisation process in Africa must be encouraged and supported because in it lies the hope of a reconstituted politics in Africa and the engendering of a process of civil empowerment for the people, including the poor in the society. Democratisation may not necessarily promote economic development, but if properly effected and institutionalised, it will provide the minimum condition for civil empowerment, 

an expanded public sphere for an inclusive decision-making process and the accountable management of state affairs. As such, the approach to the present appalling political condition in Africa is not to trivialise or banalise it. Africa should not be explained away trivially as an environment that “works in a context of disorder” or as a hopeless domain of patrimonial politics where the rule is “a politics of the belly”
. A more systematic approach will be to understand Africa in terms of its specificity and historiography as a basis for deconstructing current realities in Africa and transcending them.  This is what the paper aims to do.

The paper examines the issue of accountable governance in Africa. It situates the

issue within an historical context posing the questions: why has accountable governance eluded Africa? What is being done presently to engineer it? And what other steps could be taken to further this goal? 

The paper is divided into five parts. Part one is a conceptual analysis of the term “accountable governance”. I seek to distil and differentiate it from the popular concept of  “good governance”. Part two analyses contemporary African political condition with respect to accountable governance with a view to explaining what possibly went wrong in Africa and how. Part three dwells on the issue of elections, which is the major emphasis of the Western nations and donor agencies presently in Africa. I posed the question: Is election enough? Part four examines the other internal dimensions to accountable governance. While part five is on the external dimension to accountable governance in Africa. The paper ends with the conclusion.

Accountable and Good Governance: Are They the Same?

The concept of  “accountable governance” is relatively new in global political discourse. It is a term, which has been largely restricted to the corporate sector to describe the managerialism of corporate entities. On the contrary however, the concept of good governance has since 1989 become a popular political cliché which the World Bank popularised with its famous 1989 report on Africa entitled “Sub-Saharan Africa: From Crisis to sustainable Growth”. The report sought to shift the concern of economic reforms in Africa from strictly economic variables to the political front. Governance became an incorporative element in the discourse on economic recovery in Africa. Good governance is viewed as quality political and institutional management of economic policies.  It emphasizes rationality, efficiency, procedure, and impersonal relations in political management
. Its key elements are bureaucratic efficiency, the rule of law, and accountability in government transactions. Others who have intervened in the good governance debate from the liberal dimension have sought to slightly modify the definition of the concept and added to the checklist of its features. Essentially the concept has come to be associated with the object of liberal democracy, with other features like participation, 

representation and political fairness added to its core principles
.

While good governance is an inclusive political concept, which may be used to describe the totality of the management of the public sphere, however, it is a highly subjective concept. The notion of “good” or “bad” are normative values, which may be interpreted variously. The attempt to appropriate the concept for the liberal democratic project only reflects the hegemony and relations of power in the international political arena and in global intellectual discourse. As Etienne Le Roy noted good governance as conceived in the liberal paradigm denotes the urge 

for developing countries to accept  “a ‘superior model of organisation and government” as practised by the developed liberal democracies of the west
. It then 

assumes the role of a political ideology rather than a theoretical construct. Thus others

have argued that “good governance” in its theoretical conception should not be associated with any form of rule or political regime, but should be viewed as the consequences and effect, rather than the procedure and method of governance
. For instance the question is raised as to what extent can a democratic polity that is riddled with conflicts, poverty and poor economic performance be regarded as “good governance”?

Given the apparent theoretical confusion and impasse the concept of “good governance” is enmeshed in, the term “accountable governance” seems more precise and definite. Accountable governance suggests the answerability of a state system, (including the government and other institutions of the state) to its constituency- the people. Accountability as Ngaire Woods observes requires clarity about whom and on whose behalf an institution or organ is making and implementing decisions, and how does it derive its power and legitimacy to do so
. This means in effect having clear procedure agreed to by all members of the political community about how decisions are to be made and ensuring transparency and adequate flow of information in the decision process. In other words, accountable governance suggests a process of incorporation of those for whom decisions are to made into the decision making mill. It is a process of social empowerment for the people.

Contemporary Africa: Governance without Accountability?

In most countries in Africa accountable governance is the exception, rather the norm. The vestiges of authoritarianism still loom large in most parts of the continent. Authoritarianism or dictatorship usually shows a clear dissociation of governance from accountability and leadership from responsibility. Even with the increasing trend of civil governance most of the state structures do not show a predilection of participatory decision-making in their internal affairs. More often, public affairs are

still conducted in a “Gestapo” or “Mafia” like approach with little respect for transparency, procedure and the people’s participation. While political decentralisation has taken place in most countries with the creation of multiple tiers of government including local governments, there has been little democratisation of those decentralised structures. Local oligarchs or traditional rulers continue to perpetuate their power and rule at the local level. For the rural population, citizenship is nothing but a frustrating and anguished experience as the state seems irrelevant to their daily livelihood. They are at the margins of governance and power, largely excluded from the public sphere. Neither civil laws nor civil and political rights are rarely made available to or enforced for the rural population. To adopt Mahmood Mamdani’s
 phrase, the rural population still speak the language of customs and tradition, unincorporated into participatory civil governance. 

In addition, the scenario of conflicts and wars in Africa further attenuates the possibility of responsive governance. In 1999, there were 18 countries engaged in civil war or intense political conflicts, while no less than were 11 confronted with the threat of the outbreak of violence. In all, virtually all countries in Africa have the potential of civil conflict and political violence
. As such, the political environment seems fragile, and largely exploited for unaccountable governance. Indeed, war and conflicts are antithetical to accountable governance. The former requires the mobilisation of all resources for the expediency of conflict or war with ad-hoc decision-making process, while the latter involves a stable, inclusive and popular decision process. 

The problem of unaccountable governance in Africa is not merely a post-colonial phenomenon, but the janus-face of an entrenched colonial practice.  Colonialism abrogated the rights of the local people to participate in their own governance and transformed them from being citizens, into subjects. Subjects have no rights, but only obligations, and no legal status to compel the alien rulers to be responsive and accountable. This is the political cost involved in the loss of sovereignty by a people.

The policy of decentralised despotism adopted by all the colonial regimes either British, French, German, or Portuguese, facilitated the recasting and transformation of indigenous social structures, in which all elements of civility existing in pre-colonial African societies like a general philosophy of humanism, individual and community rights, participation and access to land were all obliterated. Decentralised despotism or what Mahmood Mamdani otherwise calls a bifurcated colonial state
, created a new logic of chieftaincy rule at the local level through which local tyranny was institutionalised
. Unlike in pre-colonial societies where political power and the task of governance were relatively diffused with various layers of authority, checks, control and participation, the new local structure was predicated on a tight fusion of power of legislative, executive, judicial, and extractive functions in the native authorities manned by the chiefs. Most of those chiefs had no legitimacy and were simply colonial creations
. It was a case of power without responsibility and governance without accountability. Control and accountability of those structures were exogenous, not by the people, but the colonial authorities.

Decolonisation did not radically alter the entrenched state structures of the colonial regime. Although launched mostly on a nationalist platform, the preoccupation of the educated elite who formed the social base of political nationalism in Africa was to negotiate their inclusion into the civil domain, by wining concessions of civil and political rights. This social group (i.e. educated elite) were in a sense caught up in an identity crisis, having transcended the domain of native authority rule, they were not readily accepted by the colonial rulers into the civil society, a domain of the ‘civilised’, with no political and social rights extended to them. The objective of the group therefore as Leopold Senghor noted in 1967, was not so much with independence, but “the abolition of prejudice, of all superiority complex in the mind of the colonizer and also of all inferiority complex in the mind of the colonized”
.  The implication of this for the decolonisation and post-independence project, especially in British West Africa where the transfer of power was peacefully negotiated, was that the nationalist movements as Ade Ajayi rightly noted became collaborators with the colonial regimes in the process of political reforms
. None (i.e. the nationalist movements) emphasized structural changes or a revisit of the arbitrary fusion of African societies by the colonizers. They simply interposed themselves on the political scene, undertook cosmetic political changes, and reinforced extant contradictions of colonial rule. Ade Ajayi puts it poignantly:



Thus decolonisation failed to advance the cause of

African freedom and development. Instead of

promoting independence, it deepened dependence.

Instead of terminating colonialism, it initiated neo-colonialism. 

The illusion of legitimacy in the new states soon paled.

There remained among the populace an inherent disbelief

in the equality of all citizens and the virtues of individualism

on which the new states were based. The ballot box has

regularly failed to reflect the will of the people at elections, 

and is, by no means evidence of popular participation.

Hence the continued crisis of the state
.

Although new constitutions were proclaimed at independence, which enunciated the powers of the new leaders and granted citizenship in a formal sense to the people, however, the laws, conventions and practices governing most of the state institutions, which include the bureaucracy, the military, the police force and the judiciary remained colonial in nature and content. As such, the orientation and operation of those institutions remained colonially routed. For instance the security apparatus of the military and the police force rather than being ally and accountable to the people, continue to demonstrate hatred and extreme coercion against them. The judiciary rather than being the bastion of the rule of law is the citadel of injustice and corrupt practices. The consequences are twofold. First is that citizenship is only juridical, and not grounded in meaningful rights and privileges for the people. This often promotes the rise of oppositional sub-national identities (of ethnic, racial, religious, civic) against the state, whose counter-actions may be disruptive of peace, stability and orderly processes in the state. Those new groups become the basis of social support and identity for the people, as a result of state inertia. This is the main background to the intractable political conflicts that have enveloped some African countries in recent times.

Secondly, post-colonial states in Africa operating in a neo-colonial context, of which neither meaningful institutional and political changes nor endogenous economic reforms were encouraged, are rendered largely unaccountable to the people. Right from independence, it is the donor countries who have been calling the shots and determining the direction of change in Africa, and not the people or their plaint leadership. In the 1960s and 1970s, when Keynesian economic logic held sway, a statist economic project was actively promoted in Africa by agencies like the World Bank, but when this was abandoned by the West in the 1980s, African countries were compelled to make a turnaround in the new direction of the market. Also, during the era of the cold war, what mattered in order for leaders to retain political power was not to reconstruct state institutions or promote accountable governance, but to be an ally of either of the two power blocs. Any meaningful attempt at reconstructing governance and society by progressive African leaders was easily branded with ideological labels by either of the two power blocs, with various strategies deployed to stultify it. To retain political power, it was politically expedient, prudent and less costly for the leaders to be unaccountable to their people, but responsible to a power bloc. Global ideological politics during the cold war was contradictory to and significantly undermined local efforts towards accountable governance in Africa. 

The argument is that there is a discernible historical thread and trajectory in the course of political events in Africa. The object is not to absorb African leaders of their mostly apparent political misrule, but to situate the problem of unaccountable governance in a wider context of both history and a complex interaction of internal and external factors.

Accountable Governance: Is Election Enough?

Africa in the late 1980s and early 1990s was characterized by a general trend towards 

electoral democracy with plural politics and multiparty electoral competition as the norm. The popular political clichés at this period were “elections”, “multipartyism” “civil society” and “democracy”. Between 1985 and 1991, no less than twenty-eight authoritarian regimes, of civil autocracies and military rule, were forced to liberalise the political arena, while multi-party elections were held in eight countries. By 1997, about three-quarter of the countries in Africa had acquiesced to the logic of constitutional change and multi-party elections
. The pace of electoral reforms has been quite dramatic. 

The eclipse of the cold war witnessed a change in global concern and policy of western nations and the multilateral institutions. Leading Industrialised Western nations like the United States, Britain, France and Germany and international organisations like the United Nations, Commonwealth, and European Union, began to actively promote electoral democracy in most parts of the Third World. Economic assistance and aid support are closely tied with the conduct of elections. This increasing aid policy also found resonance in the local struggles of the people in most countries to promote democratic change. It is the confluence of these factors that engineered political change in Africa. 

The intrinsic assumption of the Western nations and of course the local people agitating for electoral democracy is that electoral competition forms a critical hub of liberal democracy, if not parallels it or that multi-party elections is crucial in jump-starting the democratic project in Africa. In both the Schumpetian conception of liberal democracy
 and Robert Dahl’s notion of democratic polyarchy
, election forms a central element. Regular elections are believed to make for accountable, responsive, peaceful, predictable and good governance
. 

However, in spite of over a decade of elections in Africa, a new culture of governance and power management is yet to take root. The emphasis especially for the donor community, as I noted elsewhere, is on the form rather than the content of elections in Africa. As such, yesterday’s despots and military tyrants have devised ways to circumvent the rule and perpetuate their power through the “electoral process”. In some other cases, a new genre of budding autocrats is emerging under the guise of ‘popular mandate’ from the people, through elections
. Obviously, engendering accountable governance in Africa incorporates but transcends the issue of elections.  Elections both in form and content must be an empowering social instrument, rather than a mere tool of political manipulation by the elite. It must not be what Samir Amin referred to as a demagogy agenda, of factional ruling class power struggle without direction or a new hope for the people
.  

Other Local Dimensions of Accountable Governance.

As I noted in the preceding section, while election is important, it cannot alone make for a liberal democratic order or engender accountable governance. Even election itself has to be well concretised for it to reflect the wishes of the people and facilitate an orderly process of leadership succession and change. Other local factors that are germane to evolving accountable governance include, the revitalisation and reconfiguring of the state and its institutions in Africa, institutionalising the notion of citizenship, especially in its instrumentalist dimension, democratising political power at the local level, expanding the scope of civil society activities and purging it of anti-democratic values and engendering a culture of peace and stability.  I shall discuss some of these identified local dimensions to accountable governance. 

The state in Africa has come under severe attack by both academics and the multilateral institutions particularly the World Bank and the I.M.F. Various adjectives have been used to describe the state in Africa ranging from ‘patrimonial’, ‘collapsed’, ‘hanging’, ‘failed’, ‘lame’, and ‘roguery’. The tendency is to vilify the state and insist that that a renewed hope for democracy and development in Africa lies not within, but outside the state. Along the same direction, the World Bank and the I.M.F contend that in the current private sector driven world, the state has little space and must be streamlined in order to give prominence to non-state actors. The emphasis at the level of the economy and politics are private entrepreneurs and civil society, respectively. The position of the World Bank and the I. M.F has been given practical expression with the implementation of structural adjustment programmes in many African countries, which are aimed at downsizing the state, and reducing its influence and control in the economy and the social sector. Paradoxically the agency for the World Bank reforms is also the “useless state”.

A clear issue that must be underscored in the debate about the state and its future in Africa is that both the state and the private sector, or the state and civil society should not be viewed with a binary lens as opposing categories. Indeed, as Achie Mafeje rightly observed they are constituent and complementary parts of any social formation
. Wherever the state does not function properly the private sector will be severely incapacitated and cannot gravitate the economy, whereas the civil society derives its meaning and essence from its interactive relationship with the state. Consequently, the focus should not be on how to “punish or “diminish” the state in Africa, but how to reform and revitalise it, in order to make it and all its organs accountable to the people and promotive of development. While the divestiture of the state in certain areas of the economy like telecommunications and power generation are inevitable, as compelled by the incredible technological developments in those areas in the last two decades, however, issues about how, when and what pace to divest the state from the economy should be purely local decisions, rather than the present imposed trend of privatisation in most African countries. Imposed state divestiture from the economy promotes unaccountability by the state to the people in economic management.

It is noteworthy that the World Bank itself has shifted from its obstinate insistence that the state in Africa must be “diminished” or “conquered”, to a new emphasis on ‘strong and effective states’, but what this means in practice for the World Bank is another issue altogether. 

In order to revitalise the state in Africa and make it developmental, it must be imbued with hegemony and legitimacy. Hegemony involves the capacity of the state to act autonomously of contending social forces and take decisions in the larger interest of the people in the state. From an economic viewpoint, Thandika Mkandawire argues that hegemony connotes the capacity of the state to initiate, formulate, and implement economic policies sagaciously and effectively
. On the other hand, legitimacy suggests an acceptance and support of the constitutional order, which underpin the state. 

In concrete terms the revitalisation of the state in order to promote accountable governance will involve the following:

i. The reform and indigenisation of the laws and practices governing state institutions, which include, the bureaucracy, the military, police force, judiciary, and other key agencies and institutions of the state. The process of reform should be through broad consultations and dialogue among stakeholders and those with expertise and informed knowledge about the operation of those institutions. The objective should be to evolve new laws and operational norms that make for ‘openness’, ‘public scrutiny’ and ‘accountability’ in their affairs. It may be interesting to know that the judicial system in most African countries still operates colonial laws. Also is the bureaucracy. These laws are mostly rigid, illiberal, and less reflective of local peculiarities. In Nigeria for example, it was not until recently that a Law Reform Commission was established to examine and review the laws relating to the dispensation of justice in Nigeria.

ii. To ensure greater autonomy or relative independence for state institutions, which may insulate them from undue political pressures and control. This 

is absolutely essential in order for state institutions like the judiciary, the 

electoral body and the bureaucracy to operate effectively.

iii. To Promote the decentralisation and democratisation of governmental 

structures and institutions. Decentralisation without democratisation is hollow. It will simply perpetuate the clandestine control and manipulation of those institutions by a few people, without any element of accountability. Accountability as Pranab Bardhan noted is a core issue in a decentralised governmental system and provides the sustaining force for political competition. Local accountability improves quality and the efficiency in the delivery of public services
.

iv. To promote capacity building in state institutions which will facilitate the 

efficient management of those institutions. Capacity building involves the growing ability of state institutions to initiate, formulate, analyse, implement, and manage developmental programmes that would benefit the people.

v. To reduce undue external control and influences on the object and direction of development policy by the state in Africa. Undue external control only ensures that African states are responsive not to the needs of the people, but the interest of external forces. External development agencies should be partners and not ‘commanders’ of the development process in Africa. The East Asian model often touted as Third World economic miracle and success story was premised on an ‘in warding looking’ process of development, in which the interventionist and directive role of the state in the economy and general development process was quite decisive.

The second local dimension in promoting a culture of accountable governance is the issue of citizenship. Citizenship is a form of social pact in which the citizens enjoy those rights and benefits from the state, which no other form of social organisation affords, and they in turn give political obligation, and loyalty to the state
. It is through the tie of citizenship that the state derives its authority, legitimacy, sovereignty, and commitment from the people. While the rights embedded in citizenship have differed in time and space and can also be culturally situated, there is an emerging consensus that the three dimensions of rights identified by T. H. Marshall, are worthwhile for citizens in a modern society. These are civil, political and social rights
. These include the right of association, expression, due process and equality before the law, franchise and social welfare. 

Citizenship tends to create a status of civic, but not class equality. The order in which those rights are likely to evolve will differ from society to society depending on the concrete political struggles of the people, and the balance of social forces in the different contexts, and need not follow the historical order of the European society that T.H. Marshall used as his departure point. For instance, in Kuwait social rights are highly protected and enforced by the state, while civil and political rights lag behind
. While in a country like India, civil and political rights are the norm, while social rights are largely deficient. In most African countries the three dimensions of rights are in deficit. What is important is that citizenship must evoke a status of civic equality for all citizens in the state, guarantee fairness, justice and equity among people and make it possible for them to determine their life-chances through their involvement in governance and the policy process. All these are quite crucial if the rulers are to be accountable to the ruled and the people are to be effectively incorporated into the governance process.

The third local dimension to accountable governance is the issue of civil society in Africa. Due to the aversion of the external actors to the state in Africa, an unabashed support has pilled on for the civil society. Civil society narrowly conceived as elite and urban based non-governmental organisations (NGOS) have become the

“beautiful bride” of the donor community. It would be fair to acknowledge that some of those groups contributed tremendously to the fairly improved state of political affairs in many African countries, but the task of deepening and consolidating the democratic process and engendering a culture of accountable governance will require more than what presently holds in the civil society in Africa
. 

There are two areas that are crucial if the civil society is to serve as the purveyor of democratic values and the vanguard of accountable governance. These are:

1. The expansion of the social base and activities of the civil society. The civil society must incorporate associational groups in the rural areas with a view to strengthening those groups. Given the fact that majority of the people in Africa still live in the rural areas and governed by local authorities, accountable governance in Africa will depend on the extent to which virile associational groups exist in those areas and serve as a check on the local authorities. The task for associational groups in the rural areas is more arduous than that of their city counterparts. The level of illiteracy, information flow, and political participation is still very low in the rural communities.  The rural population in the absence of the expected social dividends of independence have over the years, tacitly disengaged from the public sphere. Mobilising the rural population back to the public arena to make claim for accountability the management of local affairs will be an herculean, yet possible task for rural based civil society groups. Three things must be done in that regard. The first is that those groups must be allowed to speak for themselves, rather the urban-based NGOS speaking for them. In most cases, this is what currently holds. Second, the issue of literacy must be taken very seriously. As Frantz Fanon once noted, a man cannot be free until he is conscious. Consequently, the required support and resources must be mobilised, both internally and externally for mass education policy in the rural communities in Africa. Ignorance is a barrier to development, and so it is to accountable governance. Third, a good link must be forged between the rural and urban civil society groups.

2.   The issue of accountability in civil society groups is key to how they facilitate accountable governance in the wider society. Accountability for civil society groups is in two directions. These are, the extent to which they are democratic in their internal affairs and responsive to the needs and aspirations of their members and constituency, and the level of their financial accountability. Unfortunately, on both counts most of the civil society groups in Africa especially the NGOS perform very poorly. Most of the NGOS are riddled with internal bickering, politicking, factionalism, and financial mismanagement. Indeed, a new crop of NGO entrepreneurs has arisen in many African countries for which NGO activity is a business venture
.  The foreign donors are accomplice in this misdemeanour. Since their (i.e. foreign donors) activities are mostly shrewded in secrecy, they tend to lose the moral claim to hold those groups accountable.

To instil accountability in civil society groups three issues are paramount. First, our conception of civil society in Africa must transcend the NGOS to include trade unions, the press, and the professional groups. Some of those groups exhibit high moral values and democratic potentials, and have historically played crucial roles in the struggle for social and democratic empowerment in many African countries. Regrettably, some of those groups particularly labour are currently objects of 

attack and dismemberment by the World Bank policy of structural adjustment. Strengthening those groups may augur well for the democratic project. Second, issues of democratic principles, financial accountability and performance are important factors that should be considered in availing support for civil society groups. Third, external donors must make public the financial support they give to civil society groups. This is likely to impel a push for accountability by those groups. 

The final issue with regard to the local dimension of accountable governance is engendering a culture of peace and stability in Africa. It is a truism that accountable governance is possible only in an environment of peace and stability. The latter constitutes a minimum condition in achieving the former. Some of the factors that have been discussed earlier like the institution of citizenship, decentralisation and democratisation of power, and relative autonomy for state institutions in order to act independently, would go a long way in removing the plague of social injustice, gross inequality and a sense of insecurity which permeate the public arena and continue to fuel conflicts and civil wars on the continent. Also, a culture of tolerance and co-operation must be fostered by the political elite in Africa that makes political accommodation and consociational politics possible. 

External Dimension to Accountable Governance. 

Africa remains a marginal actor in global political economy. As such, the external or international environment plays a key role in local developments in Africa. The dependent nature of African economies, and the fragile base of her polity make foreign support of her development process inevitable. In addition, Africa’s membership and participation in international organisations and multilateral institutions like the United Nations, the World Bank and the I.M.F affords her the benefits and opportunities offered by those institutions. These external actors, in recent times, especially after the end of the cold war, have been preoccupied with events and developments in Africa. These include the efforts at Africa’s economic recovery, concern with bad governance, issue of poverty and starvation, and the Aids epidemic. Indeed, a wave of Afro-pessimism or what some refer to as ‘Africa fatigue’ seem to be unfolding in the West
.

In spite of those apparent supports, a lot of distrust, suspicion and western phobia characterise the relationship between Africa and the international community. This is due partly to Africa’s past debilitating experience with the international system especially of the colonial encounter and the continued structural dependence of those countries on western nations, even after the attainment of political independence. Yet the international community remains crucial to the current search for accountable governance in Africa.

There are two key factors from the external dimension germane to the issue of accountable governance in Africa. These are with respect to development policies in Africa, and the nature of the international system itself. With regard to development policies, three issues are quite essential. First is the formulation and ownership of development policies. Economic and development policies that are not locally initiated and formulated can hardly engender local ownership. Local ownership is an important factor in local accountability of policies. Exogenous policies no matter how good can hardly fit local peculiarities or engender the necessary support for their required success. This is the major problem that the structural adjustment programme confronted in virtually all African countries.   Rather than vilify the state and depreciate local capacity for policy making and implementation through the attack on human development and the bureaucracy which SAP entailed, the emphasis for the international community should be on how to support human development, capacity building and strengthen the bureaucracy in Africa as a basis for increasing local competence to handle local problems and development tasks. In other words, the international community should resist the current tendency of being ‘patrons’, rather than ‘partners’ in Africa’s development process. 

The second issue is on Africa’s debt peonage. The African debt problem has a direct relationship with the capacity of states to deliver public goods in Africa. In a situation in which the debt ratio per head in Africa is $375, while the average African live below $1 per day, is unacceptable and socially unjust. Most rural people in Africa are caught in the poverty trap, and are made to depend on food-handouts from the west as the experience of the horn of Africa demonstrates. Accountable governance will be very difficult to practice, if not futile in a context of grim scarcity of basic goods and in which social insecurity prevails. For both the rulers and the ruled, the urge is likely to be for personal (material) security rather than any social accounting. Political corruption in most cases feeds on scarcity and insecurity, with the urge by individuals to meet present needs or provide for the future, which otherwise may be uncertain.

The current debt relief and forgiveness exercise for the World’s poorest countries by the World Bank and the Western nations is a little too small and a little too slow for positive changes of economic recovery in Africa. A methodical and systematic process of debt cancellation that takes in consideration progress with electoral democracy and observance of human rights may be desirable. While debt cancellation as the World Bank argues may hurt the western creditor banks to whom most of the debts are owed, the increased purchasing power, demand and incentive for higher global production which the debt forgiveness will stimulate would be beneficial to the global economy. Debt cancellation or reduction is less of an economic, but really a political issue. 

The third issue centres on the complementary efforts of the international community on the tracking and repatriation of financial resources stashed in the West by corrupt African leaders and public officials. This is likely to have a dual impact on accountable governance in Africa. First it will serve as a disincentive to current leaders in appropriating public resources for private accumulation abroad. This is likely to compel them to be more inward looking and service oriented in their approach to governance. Second, it will avail those countries the opportunity of utilising those recovered funds for development projects. While countries like Nigeria have recently been making efforts in this regard the support of the international community has been less than complementary, if not hostile.  Yet, the same community eulogises the virtues of transparency and accountability, which they indirectly subvert in African countries.  It is important that a minimum standard of business ethics must be set for foreign financial institutions, so that they do not continue to be collaborators in perpetrating unaccountable governance in Africa.

The final issue is on the nature of the international community and accountable governance in Africa. The character of most global organisations is one of unaccountable and undemocratic governance. Yet most of these institutions insist on the same political virtue elsewhere. Studies by Nigel White
 and Ngiare Woods
 show very clearly that most of the international organisations like the United Nations, the World Bank, and the I.M.F rarely have accountable or democratic structures, yet they at the vanguard of accountable governance. Even regional organisations like the African Development Bank (ADB) have been infected with the virus of undemocratic 

practices and unaccountability. The ADB is a bank established primarily to promote development in Africa with African ownership; however, the foreign partners presently control it. As Ngaire Woods observed “ indeed, even at the operational level, it has been said that ‘the Bank (ADB) is absent when it should be present’ and that it has ‘no systematic relations’ with the African countries who are its majority shareholders”
. The principle of accountable governance must be universalised or globalised if it is to have meaningful impact in the world.

Conclusion. 

Engendering accountable governance in Africa is an arduous task that requires the combined efforts of both internal social forces and the international community. Genuine efforts must be made to strengthen state institutions, like the bureaucracy, the judiciary and electoral body, while non- state actors like the press, rural associational groups, trade unions, professional groups and the NGO community must be given a new lease of life. The latter group, that is, non-state actors must not only demand accountability from the state, but must in themselves also internalise the virtues of accountability, transparency and internal democracy. This is the only way they can be on a high moral pedestal to insist on those values from the state. 

Accountable governance may not rapidly reduce poverty, or stimulate development, but it will create a context for the empowerment of the poor. Empowerment will allow the poor an opportunity to reorganise their lives, tap the avenues and possibilities available within the state structure and participate in the development process. A coalescence of all these should provide a new perspective and incentive for a culture of sustainable development in Africa.
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